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Counties That Could Be Directly Affected 

Utah 
Duchesne County 
Grand County 
Uintah County 

Colorado 
Garfield County 
Mesa County 
Mof fat County 
Rio Blanc0 County 

Abstract 

The Bureau of Land Management proposes to implement a formal Resource Man- 
agement Plan for the Book Cliffs Resource Area in northeastern Utah. The 
objectives of the plan are to provide a framework to manage all resources on 
public lands. This environmental impact statement (EIS) analyzes the conse- 
quences of implementing the various compoaents of four alternatives: (1) 
Current Management (No-Action), (2) Resource Protection, (3) Commodity Pro- 
duction, and (4) Balanced Use. The alternatives recommend levels of grazing 
for livestock, wildlife, and wild horses; identify woodland management 
areas; propose management of energy development; and recommend future recre- 
ation designations. The Balanced Use Alternative has been selected as the 
proposed plan. < 

Based on the issues and concerns identified during the scoping process, this 
EIS focuses on impacts to minerals and minerals development, forage, water 
and watershed, wildlife and wildhorses, woodlands, recreation, and socio- 
economics. A detailed description of the affected environment and analyses 
of impacts which would result from each alternative are identified in this 
document. 

EIS Contact 

Questions and comments on this EIS should be di.rected to: 

Curtis Tucker, Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Management 
170 South 500 East 
Vernal, Utah 84078 
Phone : (801) 789-1362 

Date that the Final EIS was made available to the Environmental Protection 
Agency and the public: December 7, 1984 
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The Book Cliffs Resource Management Plan (BCRA) 
is being prepared as required by the Federal Land Pol- 
icy and Management Act in accordance with the current 
planning regulations (43 CFR 1600). This plan will pro- 
vide for the management of all resources on public 
lands within the Book Cliffs Resource Area of the Ver-‘ 
nal District, Bureau of Land Management. 

AREAS OF CONTROVE 
A total of nine issues were identified for resolution of 

possible resource use conflicts: mineral development; 
right-of-way corridors; forage: wiidlife and wild horse 
habitat; woodland management; recreation; fire man- 
agement; watershed management; and land tenure ad- 
justment. Although the public has expressed interest in 
all of these issues, a few hold the greatest potential for 
public controversy. The timing, procedure, and location 
of Federal oil shale and tar sand leasing is of particular 
concern to industry. The impact of any subsequent de- 
velopments upon the existing natural resources, includ- 
ing wildlife and wild horses, is of particular concern to 
hunting and environmental groups. The impacts of 
livestock grazing upon forage and other natural re- 
sources are of particular concern to the Natural Re- 
sources Defense Council, Inc. Any adjustments in lives- 
tock grazing use are of concern to livestock operators 
because their livelihood could be affected. Designation 
of public lands for off-road vehicular use is of concern 
to ORV users and nonusers. 

ISSUES TO E RESOLVED 
Four alternatives have been developed to provide 

guidance and direction in resolving the issues in this 
environmental impact statement. They are the Current 
Management, Resource Protection, Commmodity Pro- 
duction, and the Balanced Use Alternatives. Each of 
the alternatives provides a series of solutions for each 
of the nine issues. The alternatives differ in their em- 
phasis on resource uses, varying between development 
and nondevelopment. The Current Management Alter- 
native would be a continuation of the existing BLM 
management in the BCRA, which is considered as a no 
action alternative. The Resource Protection Alternative 
would emphasize maintenance or improvement of en- 
vironmental quality. Commodity Production would em- 
phasize commercial utilization of resources and the rev- 
enues which could be produced from their use. The Ba- 
lanced Use Alternative would provide for the use of 
nonrenewable resources while protecting critical renew- 
able resources. 

MAJOR CONCLUSIONS 
Implementation of any of the four alternatives could 

result in significant environmental impacts. These im- 
pacts are summarized by alternative in the following 
discussion. 

NT MANAGEM 
ALTERNA=l-IVE 
Development of additional oil shale and tar sand re- 

sources would not be allowed under this alternative. Oil 
and gas leasing categories would remain as currently 
designated. 

Approximately 61,500 acres of land within designated 
corridors would be subject to disturbance by rights-of- 
way construction. 

Forage authorizations would remain unchanged. 
Ecological condition would improve on 490,500 acres in 
12 allotments, remain unchanged on 588,400 acres in 
35 allotments, and decline on 36,400 acres in 7 allot- 
ments. No forage would be authorized for wild horses. 
Approximately 576 animal unit months (AUMs) would 
be lost to mineral development. 

Due to overhan/est, approximately 220 acres of 
woodlands would be eliminated annually. 

Continuation of no off-road vehicle (ORV) designa- 
tions could result in nonconformance with plans of the 
Ute Tribe for the Hill Creek Extension. Hunter use in 
the Book Cliffs Resource Area would increase by 400 
visitor days. 

Within a decade, fire management would improve for- 
age and wildlife habitat on 5,000 to 10,000 acres. 

Watershed treatments on 10,000 acres would reduce 
soil loss by 64,000 tons. 

PROTECTION 
ALTERNATIVE 
Development of oil shale would be considered on 

some 18,000 acres. Flexibility in locating up to two new 
oil shale tracts would be limited. In situ development 
would not be possible. Oil shale mining could inadver- 
tently damage or destroy existing oil and gas facilities 
or gilsonite veins. Approximately 32 percent of STSAs 
would not be available for tar sand lease. 

Approximately 46,000 acres of land within designated 
corridors would be subject to disturbance by rights-of- 
way construction. 

Forage authorizations for livestock would be about 48 
percent below active preference. Wildlife would be au- 
thorized a 27 percent increase. Wild horses would be 
authorized 2,940 AUMs above the current level of 0. 
Ecological condition would improve on 943.400 acres in 
49 allotments and remain unchanged on 171,900 acres 
in 5 allotments. Approximately 1,181 AUMs would be 
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lost through mineral development and 1,708 AUMs 
would be gained from land treatments. 

Habitat and forage improvements would result in in- 
creases of 503 antelope, 12,100 mule deer, 1,800 elk, 
and 39 wild horses. Water depletions from the White 
River could adversely affect two endangered fish 
species. 

Mineral development, fire, and rights-of-way would 
destroy 1,700 acres of woodlands. Protection of other 
resource values would preclude harvest of 12,800 
acres of woodlands. 

Hunting would increase by 4,69r%I visitor days and 
other recreation use would increase by 2,700 visitor 
days. ORV restrictions would cause a loss of 575 visitor 
days annually. Construction within designated corridors 
could diminish the visual resources on 4,640 acres. 

Fire management would improve forage and wildlife 
habitat on 15,000 acres in a decade. 

Diversion of an additional 28,000 acre-feet of water 
from the White River would increase the total dissolved 
solids (TDS) concentrations at Imperial Dam by 1 millig- 
ram per liter. Watershed treatments would reduce soil 
loss by 711,000 tons in a decade. Mineral develop- 
ments would increase soil loss by 9,900 to 19,700 tons 
in a decade. Floodplains would improve by an unquan- 
tifiable amount. 

Acquisition of 8,SOO acres of riparian and wildlife 
habitat would enhance the wildlife program. 

Air qualii standards for total suspended particulates 
(TSP) could be exceeded near mines and haul roads. 

Due to mineral developments, the regional employ- 
ment and income would increase by an unknown 
amount. Decreasing the authorized grazing use by 
49,542 AUMs would decrease operator wealth by 
$2,972,520. Increased hunting activities would increase 
local revenue by $288,325. Demands on community in- 
frastructure would increase. 

co 
A 
Development of oil shale would be considered on 

some 98,000 acres and up to four new leases issued, 
thus giving maximum flexibility to possible oil shale de- 
velopment. 

Oil shale development could inadvertently damage or 
destroy existing oil and gas facilities, gilsonite veins and 
building stone areas. 

All public land within STSAs would be available for 
tar sand lease. 

Approximately 174,000 acres of land within desig- 
nated corridors would be subject to disturbance by 
rights-of-way construction. 

Forage authorizations for livestock would be about 6 
percent above active preference. Wildlife would be au- 
thorized 60 percent below allocated use. Wild horses 

would be authorized 710 AUMs above the current allo- 
cated level of none. Ecological condition would improve 
on 642,300 acres in 30 allotments and remain un- 
changed on 472,900 acres in 24 allotments. Approxi- 
mately 3,856 AUMs would be lost to mineral develop 
ment and 2,700 AUMs would be gained from land treat- 
ments. 

Reduced forage for wildlife would result in decreases 
of 309 antelope, 400 mule deer, and 146 wild horses. 
Water depletions from the White River would adversely 
affect two endangered fish species. 

About 20,400 acres of woodlands would be de- 
stroyed by mineral development, rights-of-way, and 
wildfire. Protection of other resource values would pre- 
clude harvest of 20 acres of woodlands. 

The ORV designations would result in nonconfor- 
mance with plans of the Ute Tribe for the Hill Creek Ex- 
tension. The ORV restrictions would cause an annual 
loss of 200 visitor days. 

Hunting would increase by. 1,560 visitor days and 
other recreation use would increase by 5,900 visitor 
days. The Musket Shot Springs developed overlook 
would be eliminated. Construction within designated 
corridors could diminish the visual resources on 13,400 
acres. Water depletions from the White River would re- 
sult in marginal canoeing opportunities. 

Fire management would increase livestock forage 
and decrease wildlife habitat on 13,000 to 28,500 
acres. 

Diversion of an additional 56,000 acre-feet from the 
White River would increase the TDS concentrations at 
Imperial Dam by 2 milligrams per liter. Watershed treat- 
ments would reduce soil loss by 41,000 tons in a de- 
cade. In a decade, mineral developments would in- 
crease soil loss by 45,800 to 81,500 tons. 

Acquisition of 10,000 acres of oil shale and tar sand 
lands would enhance mineral management. 

Air quality standards for TSP would be exceeded. 
Visible discoloration would occur to the Uintah and 
Ouray Indian Reservation. Discoloration could also 
occur to the Dinosaur and Colorado National Monu- 
ments. 

Due to mineral developments, the regional employ- 
ment and income would increase by an unknown 
amount. Increasing the authorized grazing use by 7,406 
AUMs would increase operator wealth by $444,360. In- 
creased hunting activity would increase local revenues 
by $335,700. Demands on community infrastructure 
would increase. Traffic would increase by 16 percent 
and there would be an unknown increase in traffic acci- 
dents. An undetermined amount of traffic congestion 
and road deterioration would also occur. 

BALANCED USE AlJERNAIIVE 
(PROPOSED PLAN) 
Development of oil shale would be considered on 
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48,000 acres and up to four new leases issued. 

Oil shale development could inadvertently damage or 
destroy existing oil and gas facilities, gilsonite veins, 
and building stone. Approximately 12 percent of STSAs 
would not be available for tar sand lease. Approxi- 
mately 93,000 acres of land within designated corridors 
would be subject to disturbance by rights-of-way con- 
struction. 

Forage authorizations for livestock would be about 27 
percent below active preference. Wildlife would be au- 
thorized 9 percent above allocated use. Wild horses 
would be authorized 2,340 AUMs above the current al- 
location level of zero. Ecological condition would im- 
prove on 846,900 acres in 38 allotments and remain 
unchanged on 268,500 acres in 16 allotments. Approxi- 
mately 1,858 AUMs would be lost through mineral de- 
velopment and 2,034 AUMs would be gained from land 
treatments. 

Habitat and forage improvements would result in an 
increase of 289 antelope, 9,600 mule deer, and 1,400 
elk. Reduced forage for wild horses would result in a 
decrease of 11 horses. Water depletions from the 
White River could adversely affect two endangered fish 
species. 

Mineral developments, rights-of-way, and wildfire 
would destroy 5,150 acres of woodlands. Protection of 
other resources would preclude harvest on 4,750 acres 
of woodlands. 

For the Hill Creek Extension, off-road vehicle desig- 
nations would be consistent with plans of the Ute Tribe. 
The ORV restrictions would cause a loss of 500 visitor 
days annually. Hunting use would increase by 3,350 
visitor days and other recreation use would increase by 
4,200 visitor days. The Musket Shot Springs developed 
overlook would be @&in&Y. Construction within desig- 
nated corridors could diminish visual resources on 
6,400 acres. Water depletions from the White River 
would result in marginal canoeing. 

Fire management would increase livestock forage 
and wildlife habitat on 17,000 to 27,900 acres. 

Diversion of an additional 28,000 to 56,000 acre-feet 
of water from the White River would increase TDS con- 
centrations at Imperial Dam by one to two milligrams 
per liter. Watershed treatments would reduce soil loss 
by .505,000 tons in a decade. Mineral developments 
would increase soil loss by 16,800 to 34,800 tons of 
soil in a decade. 

Acquisition of up to 18,700 acres of land wouki en- 
hana9 both rmaw2Wa and nonrenewabh resource 
programs. 

Air quality standards for TSP could be exceeded. Vis- 
ible discoloration could occur to the Dinosaur National 
Monument and Uintah and Ouray Indian Resen/ation. 

The reGional employment and income would increase 
by an unknown amount due to mineral developments. 
Decreasing the active grazing ~r&e&?!?ce by 21,599 
AUMs would decrease operator wealth by $7,295,940. 

Increased hunting activity would increase local reve- 
nues by $450,450. Demands on community infrastruc- 
ture would increase. Traffic would increase by 13 per- 
cent and accidents would increase by an unknown 
amount. An undetermined amount of traffic congestion 
and road deterioration could occur. 

The Balanced Use Alternative has been identified as 
the proposetY pIan because it optimizes the use of en- 
ergy and other natural resources while protecting criti- 
cal resources such as wildlife habitat, cultural re- 
sources, endangered and threatened species, etc. 

The Current Management Alternative presented in 
this document is the proposed action for livestock graz- 
ing as required by the Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ). This alternative is also the “No Action” Alterna- 
tive as required by BLM grazing policy (BLM 
Washington Qffice Instruction Memo 83-428). 
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This document serves two functions: it proposes a 
Resource Management Plan (RMP) and determines the 
effects of implementing the plan through an Environ- 
mental Impact Statement (EIS). 

The Book Cliffs RMP is a proposed land use plan for 
management of all natural resources on 1 .l million 
acres of public lands. It complies with the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act (1976), as well as other 
appropriate planning mandates, (43 CFR 1600) and re- 
places the outdated Management Framework Plans 
which were developed during the early 1970s. The 
RMP provides planning direction for resolving conflicts 
between competing resource uses such as minerals, 
recreation, wildlife, etc. Provisions for leasing additional 
Federal energy minerals such as oil shale and tar sand 
are identified in the plan. The RMP also coordinates 
management of the public lands with existing plans of 
State, and other Federal agencies, and the Ute Indian 
Tribe. 

This EIS assesses the environmental impacts of the 
proposed plan and identified alternatives. It also com- 
plies with the court order (U.S. District Court, District of 
Columbia, Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., et 
al. v. Rogers C.B. Morton et al., Case No. 1983-73) to 
analyze the impacts of livestock grazing on the public 
lands. Mitigation and monitoring recommended in this 
EIS will be incorporated into the final RMP. 

This document discusses both present and possible 
future options for Federal surface and subsurface re- 
source management in the Book Cliffs Resource Area 
(BCRA). State, native American, and private properties 
are only discussed to the extent that their management 
interacts with that of the Bureau of Land Management. 

Lands within the Uintah and Ouray Indian Reserva- 
tion, including Federal subsurface minerals, are not 
analyzed within this document. Inventories of the Tri- 
bally-owned surface resources are presently 4 incom- 
plete. Legal questions concerning access for mineral 
developments and adequate protection of the surface 
resources have also been raised by the Ute Tribe (Core 
1984). After these concerns have been resolved, a 
planning amendment covering management of the Re- 
servation subsurface lands administered by BLM would 
be prepared as an addendum to the Book Cliffs RMP. 

The decisions identified in the RMP would apply to all 
public lands within this resource area and any lands 
subsequently added to it. 

This document assesses the environmental impacts 
which could result from actions approved by the BLM 
in the Book Cliffs Resource Area. Other projects, which 
have previously been approved by BLM or which could 
occur on non-Federal lands, have been evaluated in 
separate environmental documents. In this document, 
these projects have been identified since they would 
combine with the proposed BLM projects to create 
cumulative impacts. These cumulative impacts would 
only occur if all projects, both BLM and non-BLM, are 
actually developed concurrently. 

Tl l=RAM 

Based upon current regulations, the proposed plan 
would remain in effect until it is determined to be out- 
dated by management. If significant changes occur in 
the proposed land uses of the BCRA, the plan would 
be amended or revised. 

The BCRA is located in northeastern Utah. It is 
roughly triangular in shape, bounded by the Utah Col- 
orado state line on the east, the Book Cliffs Divide to 
the south, and the Green River to the north and west 
(Figure l-1). 

Administratively, the BCRA includes public lands and 
minerals that are within portions of Uintah and Grand 
Counties, Utah. The BCRA also includes administration 
of grazing allotments which overlap into Garfield, Mof- 
fat, and Rio Blanc0 counties in Colorado. 

In the BCRA, the Vernal District boundary officially 
ends at the Uintah County line. The public lands in 
Grand County, Utah and Garfield, Moffat, and Rio 
Blanc0 Counties in Colorado are administered by the 
BCRA under memorandum of understanding (MOU) 
with the Moab and Craig District Offices, Bureau of 
Land Management (Figure l-l). The MOU with Moab 
includes administration of all resources within the ad- 
just&d boundary. The MOU with the Craig District dele- 
gates only grazing administrative responsibility. 

Land ownership in this Resource Area (Figure l-2) is 
as follows: 
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Bureau of Land Management 

Vernal District 

Public Lands 

Public Lands Within 
Naval Oil Shale 
Reserve II 

Public Lands Under 
Federal Power Site 
Reserve 

Subtotal 

Craig District- 
Public Lands 

Moab District- 
Public Lands 

State of Utah Lands 

Private Lands 

Resource Area Total 

1,027,167 Acres 

46,152 Acres 

6,633 Acres 

1,079,952 Acres 

32,218 Acres 

3,284 Acres 

216,646 Acres 

123,780 Acres 

1,455,880 Acres 

The BLM RMP process consists of nine basic steps 
and requires the use of an interdisciplinary team for the 
completion of each step. The planning steps described 
in the regulations and used in preparing this plan are 
graphically summarized in Figure l-3. 

This final RMP/EIS indicates a proposed resource 
management plan. Persons who participated in the 
planning process and have an interest which is, or may 
be, adversely affected by approval of the RMP may 
protest the approval. Protests may only raise issues 
which were submitted for the record during the planning 
process. Protests shall be filed within 30 days after the 
final RMP/EIS is filed with the Environmental Protection 
Agency. 

Nine issues are addressed in this document. They 
were identified from the public and county government 
input, interagency consultations, the judgment of plan- 
ning team members, and reviews by BLM managers. 
Planning criteria were developed for each issue to give 
guidance and identify constraints that could limit possi- 
ble solutions, Appendix 1 describes the consultation 
and coordination involved with determining issues to be 
addressed in this EIS. The public assisted in develop 
ment of the planning criteria (BLM 1983a). The various 
criteria that were used are available for review at the 
Vernal District Office. 

Issue 1: Mineral Development 
If development of leasable minerals, such as oil and 

gas, oil shale, tar sand, gilsonite, and salable minerals, 
such as sand and gravel and building stone occurs at 
an accelerated pace within the BCRA in order to meet 
national, regional, and local demand, mineral opera- 
tions would affect other resource values such as for- 
age, water resources, recreation, air, critical wildlife 
habitat, and others. Mitigation developed to protect re- 
newable resources could also restrict mineral develop- 
ment. Decisions to be made include: 

0 Determination of the number and locations of 
priority use areas for oil shale leasing, 

0 Establishment of salable mineral areas, and 

0 Assignment of mineral leasing categories for oil 
and gas, tar sand and gilsonite on all Federally 
managed land possessing mineral development 
potential. 

Issue 2: Right-of-Way Corridors 
It is anticipated that mineral development, within the 

BCRA, would increase demand for rights-of-way to ac- 
commodate roads, energy and water pipelines, power 
and communication lines, etc. The opportunity exists to 
designate preferred areas for utility and transportation 
rights-of-way, as well as exclusion areas that would be 
protected from rights-of-way. Location of these corridors 
could conflict with other resource values. If corridors 
could be located in areas that are void of other re- 
source conflicts, the time required for issuance of 
rights-of-way could be significantly reduced. Decisions 
to be made include: 

0 Designation of preferred corridors, and 

0 Designation of areas where rights-of-way would 
be prohibited. 

Issue 3: Forage 
There is competition for forage and a potential for in- 

creased demand on forage from livestock, wild horses, 
and wildlife, particularly in key areas such as canyon 
bottoms, riparian habitat, and crucial big game winter 
ranges (BLM 1983a). This competition is further compli- 
cated by the removal of forage by increasing big game 
populations, oil and gas and other minerals develop- 
ment, and utility and transportation corridors. Wild 
horses were not considered in the initial forage alloca- 
tion. Decisions to be made include: 

0 Determination of desired forage conditions on 
all grazing lands, 

0 Establishment of initial stocking rates for lives- 
tock, wildlife, and wild horses for each allotment 
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with emphasis on key livestock use, wildlife 
habitat, and watershed areas; and 

l Monitoring the effects of initial stocking rates 
and grazing practices on the soil and vegetation 
resource to determine proper stocking levels. 

Issue 4: Wildlife and Wild l-lorse Habitat 
A conflict exists with current and proposed mineral 

development (oil and gas, oil shale, tar sand, gilsonite) 
and wildlife and wild horses. Mineral activities often re- 
sult in the loss of habitat and space required by wildlife 
and wild horses. Competition for water, space, and 
cover also exists between livestock and wildlife and 
wild horses (BLM 1983a). Decisions to be made in- 
clude: 

0 Determination of areas to be managed for 
wildlife priority over other resource values, and 

0 Selection of areas to be managed for wild 
horses and areas where wild horses would be 
given preference over other resources. 

Issue 5: Woodland Management 
Woodlands are a finite resource and the conversion 

of woodland areas for other resource uses may conflict 
with the ability to meet an increasing demand for wood- 
land products. Decisions to be made include: 

0 Determination of sustained yield management 
areas for woodlands, and 

0 Determination of woodland areas where man- 
agement practices could be used to benefit 
other resources. 

Issue 6: Recreation 
Within the BCRA, recreational opportunities are gen- 

erally undeveloped and semi-primitive motorized in na- 
ture. Presently, visitor use is rather low; however, be- 
cause access to support energy and minerals develop- 
ments is becoming available, recreational use and 
needs could increase significantly in the near future. 
With greater use comes the potential for competition 
between user groups and other resources, as well as 
a demand for improved facilities and opportunities. De- 
cisions to be made include: 

0 Determination of the types and locations of rec- 
reation opportunities that would need protection 
for future use, and 

l Classification of the BCRA for off-road vehicle 
(ORV) use as opened, closed, or limited. 

Issue 7: Fire Management 
With increasing development in the Book Cliffs, the 

risk of loss from wildfire will increase. The use of fire 
as a management tool to benefit wildlife and livestock, 
conflicts with the public’s belief that all fires are bad, 
The annual occurrence of fires could result in both ben- 
eficial and adverse habitat alteration. Decisions to be 
made include: 

0 Determination of which fire management tech- 
niques should be adopted as part of the fire 
management program, and 

0 Determination of where these techniques will be 
applied and what results are desired. 

Issue 8: Watershed Management 
Water quality and soil erosion problems including 

high salinity, sediment, gully headcutting, and flood 
damage have been identified (BLM 1983a). Restrictions 
on other resource uses can often maintain existing 
watershed values, while restorative measures may be 
necessary in already degraded areas. Springs and 
seeps are important water sources for livestock, wildlife, 
and wild horses. These water sources can be degraded 
or destroyed by other resource uses. Decisions to be 
made include: 

0 Selection of mitigating measures that would 
minimize adverse impacts to watershed values 
from minerals development, livestock grazing, 
and woodland management; and 

0 Determination of areas where degraded water- 
sheds would/could be restored and stabilized; 

l Management of major floodplains consistent 
with Executive Order 11988 to (1) reduce the 
risk of flood loss or damage to property; (2) 
minimize the impact from flood loss to human 
safety, health, and welfare; and (3) restore, 
maintain and preserve the natural and benefi- 
cial functions of floodplains; and 

l Selection of locations for reducing soil erosion. 

Issue 9: Land Tenure Adjustment 
There are Federal lands within the BCRA that are 

isolated and difficult to reach and to manage. There are 
also State and private lands within the BCRA that 
would provide improved public access and enhance 
various BLM management programs. Land disposals 
and acquisition could provide improved management of 
public domain. These potential land actions would re- 
sult in management changes of resources involved. De- 
cisions to be made include: 

0 Determination of which lands should be re- 
tained, disposed of, studied further, or acquired. 
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MANAGEMENT CONCERNS Reclamation and Power Site Withdrawals 
Management concerns are topics which are not con- 

sidered as issues, but involve management decisions 
which could be made during the life of the RMP. They 
involve continuation of certain existing Management 
Framework Plan (MFP) decisions which are still valid 
and would not change between alternatives. They also 
include possible actions which are foreseen as possible 
in the future, but which have not yet been developed 
as specific proposals. 

. . 

In some cases, these concerns involve resource allo- 
cation on a conceptual basis only, because a specific 
action has not been proposed, but is foreseen as a 
likely possibility. Other management concerns involve 
administrative changes for parcels of land such as with- 
drawal revocation. 

Lands adjacent to the Green River were placed 
under reclamation and power site withdrawals in the 
1960s in anticipation of construction of hydroelectric 
projects (Figure l-4). These projects appear highly un- 
likely today. Although not established for this purpose, 
these withdrawals afford protection of the river environ- 
ment by precluding mining. These withdrawals may be 
lifted in 1984, and the areas opened to mineral entry. 
Revocation of these withdrawals would require different 
management than would be needed if they are con- 
tinued. 

Boulevard Ridge Watershed Study Area’ 

Leasing Public bands for Support Facilities 
When anticipated mineral developments occur in the 

BCRA, it is likely that the BLM will receive one or more 
applications to lease tracts of public land for support 
service facilities. Examples of applications could include 
gas stations and possibly town sites to accommodate 
workers in the oil shale and tar sand industry. 

This 330-acre area was established in 1971 by BLM 
to study the effects of chaining on water runoff and 
sediment movement. The data are currently being 
analyzed to determine if the study should be continued. 
Management will need to decide whether the area 
would subsequently be made available for other re- 
source uses, or be used for continued study purposes. 

Geothermal Leasing 

Without a specific application, it is not possible to 
analyze the potential impacts of support facility leasing 
upon the resources. The determination of impact would 
be done during future site-specific analyses. 

Naval Oil Shale Reserve II 
The BCRA contains approximately 46,000 acres of 

land designated as the Naval Oil Shale Reserve II 
(NOSR II). NOSR II was created to protect certain oil 
shale lands for future use by the Navy (BLM 1983b) 
(Figure l-4). NOSR II is presently administered by the 
Department of Energy (DOE), but managed by the BLM 
under a cooperative agreement (Evans 1984). Because 
of the joint administrative responsibilities, this area re- 
quires special management. 

The BCRA would remain open to lease consistent 
with the Geothermal Steam Act of 1970. One area, T. 
4 S., R. 24 E., Salt Lake Base and Meridian (SLBM), 
Sections 33 and 34, has been identified as potentially 
valuable for geothermal steam development (BLM 
1974a). Although the BCRA is considered to have a 
low potential for geothermal development, leasing could 
occur through a BLM initiative or in response to an in- 
dustry proposal. 

Book Cliffs Mountain Browse Natural Area 

Oil Shale Withdrawal 
Extensive tracts of land within the BCRA were placed 

under oil shale withdrawal in 1930 (Executive Order 
5327). In recent years, legislation and regulations have 
been enacted which could effectively protect the min- 
eral and other natural resources, while being less re- 
strictive on mineral developments. The oil shale with- 
drawal may be continued or lifted (Paugh 1984). Con- 
tinuation of the withdrawals would require different 
management than would be needed if the withdrawals 
are lifted. 

This area was established October 29,1968, by the 
BLM, to preserve a vegetation type unique to the Book 
Cliffs. It is composed of an association of several plant 
species referred to as mountain browse. The natural 
area has no real interest value to most recreationists. 
Because of the abundance of mountain browse within 
the BCRA, it’s value as a scientific study plot is ques- 
tionable. The designation of natural area could be re- 
tained and the area managed primarily for it’s ecologi- 
cal and scientific values or, based on a lack of interest 
in the area for further scientific studies, the protective 
natural area designation could be dropped. 

BLM’s management of public lands in the BCRA is 
related to projects or management practices of other 
Federal, State, and local agencies, and, to some ex- 
tent, private industry. Because BLM manages most of 
the lands in the BCRA, its practices strongly influence 
State and private lands that are interspersed with public 
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lands. Therefore, BLM needs to closely coordinate its 
efforts in order to meet goals and avoid resource con- 
flicts. Appendix 2 identifies some of the major authoriz- 
ing actions that would be involved with implementing 
the RMP. 

In addition, Federal law or policy identifies several 
activities which, when encountered during development 
of an environmental assessment or EIS, require a for- 
mal consultation process with other Federal or State 
agencies. Appendix 2 also identifies some of the re- 
sources requiring formal consultation and the agency to 
be consulted. 

NCY REVIEW 
This plan is intended to be consistent with State and 

local governmental and Tribal policies, plans and pro- 
grams, as provided for by regulation (43 CFR 1610.3- 
2). Where inconsistencies result from an alternative 
presented in Chapter 2, the inconsistency has been 
identified as a resulting impact in Chapter 4. 

Prior to approval of this resource management plan, 
the Governor of Utah shall have 60 days in which to 
comment on any inconsistencies which may exist. 

11 
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INTRODUCTION 
This chapter describes four resource management 

plan alternatives: 

-Current Management (No-Action) Alternative 

-Resource Protection Alternative 

-Commodity Production Alternative 

-Balanced Use Alternative 

These alternatives and the environmental conse- 
quences of each will be used by the BLM to determine 
future resource management for the Book Cliffs Re- 
source Area. The decision makers propose to select 
the Bahmced Use Akmative as the final plan. In 
addition to the four alternatives, other alternatives that 
were initially considered during the early planning 
stages, but were not analyzed in this EIS, are briefly 
discussed. 

S CONSIDE 
INATED FROM 

D ANALYZ$S 

No Grazing Alternative 

The no grazing alternative would have eliminated all 
livestock grazing from public land. This alternative was 
considered but eliminated from detailed study for the 
following reasons: 

1. An ecological condition inventory (BLM 1982) of 
the BCRA indicates that 6.5 percent of the pub- 
lic grazing lands are in excellent condition, 59.6 
percent are in good condition, 32.6 percent are 
in fair condition, and 1.3 percent are in poor 
condition. These range conditions do not war- 
rant a resource area wide elimination of lives- 
tock grazing. 

2. An extensive program of fence construction 
would be required to exclude livestock from 
public land. Cost of exclusion fencing would be 
prohibitive. In addition, fencing would disrupt 
established wildlife movements and public ac- 
cess. 

3. The elimination of livestock grazing on public 
lands would seriously affect the ability of cur- 
rent livestock permittees to maintain their oper- 
ations and earn a livelihood from ranching. 

Various management actions, including elimination of 
livestock grazing in critical problem areas to improve 
ecological conditions, are identified for each of the four 
alternatives. However, total elimination of livestock 
could not be justified as a means of improving ecologi- 
cal conditions on grazing lands. 

Wilderness/ACEC Designation Alternatives 

Two wilderness study areas (WSAs) are located with- 
in the BCRA: Bull Canyon WSA (UT-080-419/CO-OlO- 
001) and Winter Ridge WSA (UT-080-730) (Figure l-4). 
Their suitability for wilderness designation and the im- 
pacts of designation or nondesignation will be given de- 
tailed analysis in separate documents and not in this 
statement. Both wilderness study areas would be man- 
aged as wilderness under the Current Management Al- 
ternative, following interim management guidelines 
(BLM 1979) or if legislatively approved by Congress, 
under a subsequent management plan as a designated 
wilderness area. In the event that Congress determines 
that the areas are not wilderness, the BLM would then 
implement one of the other three alternatives which in- 
clude nonwilderness actions. 

Another alternative would have evaluated resources 
within the BCRA for possible designation as Areas of 
Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC). The “relevance 
and importance” criteria for ACEC designation were ap- 
plied to four potential areas (BLM 1980). Crucial wildlife 
habitat for deer on Lower McCook Ridge and scenic 
values of the White River and Fantasy Canyon were 
determined to be relevant but were not considered to 
be of more than local importance. Habitat for the en- 
dangered Colorado squawfish in the Green and White 
Rivers met both the relevance and importance criteria. 
However, appropriation of water from the rivers and 
management of fish species are the responsibilities of 
the states of Utah and Colorado. BLM is required by 
Executive Orders 11988 and 11990 to protect floodp- 
lains and wetlands associated with the river habitat. Ad- 
ditionally, in 1982, BLM required several Colorado 
squawfish conservation measures as conditions of the 
right-of-way grant for White River Dam. 

BLM does not have the authority to play a major role 
in the tnanagement and protection of these fish 
species, and therefore, ACEC designation would not af- 

,ford greater protection (Evans 1983). 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDER 
DETAILED ANALYSIS 

The four proposed alternatives are intended to pro- 
vide realistic choices between development and non- 
development of the natural resources. The differences 
in management philosophy are described as part of the 
goal of each alternative. 

The Current Management Alternative would be a 
continuation of the existing BLM management in the 
BCRA. Ongoing resource activities such as oil and gas 
leasing, livestock grazing, firewood cutting, watershed 
treatment, and off-road vehicle (ORV) use, would con- 
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tinue at the present level. No additional oil shale or tar 
sand leasing would occur. 

The Resource Protection Alternative would em- 
phasize maintenance or improvement of environmental 
quality. While resource uses and developments would 
still occur, preference would be given to long-term 
maintenance of the natural environment. Resource 
trade-offs would favor protection of renewable natural 
resources through more restrictive stipulations and au- 
thorizations. 

The Commodity Production Alternative would em- 
phasize commercial utilization of resources and pro- 
duce the greatest revenues from them. Maintenance of 
natural environments would continue where compatible 
with resource production and where mandated by law. 
Resource trade-offs would favor maximizing revenue 
and providing for human’ needs. 

The Balanced Use Alternative would provide for the 
use of non-renewable resources while protecting critical 
renewable resource values. Resource trade-offs would 
provide a balance between commercial production and 
protection of resources. This alternative is 5LM’s pro- 
posed p/an It has been altered slightly from the 
preferred ahernative that was presented in the Draft 
Envfronmentaf Statement (LWS), based upon public 
comments that were received. 

ULATION c 

Formulation criteria were identified and applied to all 
of the alternatives and provided general guidance in 
formulating the plan. The formulation criteria also pro- 
vided aid in developing alternatives that cover a range 
of possible management solutions to the issues. 

All alternatives will assume a continuation of oil and 
gas leasing, however, leasing categories may be differ- 
ent. 

All alternatives will provide levels of protection for cul- 
tural resources, habitat for endangered or threatened 
species, floodplains, riparian habitat and other re- 
sources as prescribed by law or executive order. 

Each alternative will provide a reasonable set of an- 
swers to the issues. All solutions will be technologically 
feasible and achievable within anticipated BLM 
budgets. 

All alternatives will reflect the sustained-use principle 
for renewable resources. 

The alternatives will display a maximum range of 
management practices to provide an array of different 
management options. 

No alternatives will contain contradictory manage- 
ment practices which are mutually exclusive, i.e. 
maximization of conflicting uses. 

CHAP. 2 - DESCRIPTIQNS AND COMPARISONS OF ALTEWNATIVES 

Alternatives that provide for additional oil shale leas- 
ing will identify priority use areas that have realistic po- 
tential for economic shale oil recovery while avoiding 
major adverse impacts to renewable resources. 

As provided by law, tar sand development shall be 
limited to the Special Tar Sand Areas (STSA). Competi- 
tive leasing will be limited to lands that are unleased 
within the STSAs. 

Rights-of-way corridors will be developed using exist- 
ing corridors and planning corridors. Existing corridors 
may be occupied by one or more rights-of-way with 
capability of accommodating additional rights-of-way. 
Planning corridors are unoccupied corridors identified 
as critical for future access to energy resource locations 
and transmission between generation sites and load 
centers. The following criteria will’ be used to deter- 
mine whether an area is to be designated as open, 
limited, or closed for off-road vehicle use: 

1. The impact of ORV use on the resource 
value. 

2. Public input and demand for ORV use. 

3. Consideration for public safety. 

4. ‘Designation Criteria” as described in CFR 
8342.7. 

5. Present and expected ORV use in an area. 

Generally, the least restrictive designation to re- 
solve a resource conflict will be employed. 

The specific objectives and actions necessary for im- 
plementing each of the alternatives, by issue and re- 
source, are shown in Table 2-l. The narrative following 
the table is intended to clarify the action statements. 
Where further clarification was not necessary, no narra- 
tive was prepared. The narrative also includes a discus- 
sion of appropriate mitigation which would be adopted 
as part of the actions. 

BLM has identified the Balanced Use Alternative as 
it’s proposed plan. This alternative would be selected 
and implemented unless additional significant impacts 
or other new factors are identified through the review 
process. BLM proposes to monitor livestock grazing for 
an interim period of at least five years in a manner as 
described under the proposed plan. This would follow 
current BLM *grazing policy to provide additional moni- 
toring of forage conditions and trend prior to implement- 
ing increases or reductions in livestock use. 
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NOTE: TThe proposed plan contains some changes from the preferred alternatIve (now the 
was pwbl%shed in the Draft EBS. The changes In the‘ Tab1 es and Append4 xes are ii ndicated 
type. These changes have been made in response to public comments recea"ved during the review of the DEIS. 

TABLE 2-l 

Current Hanagement 

Object-i ves and Actions of the Alternatives 

PR0P0SE'Z PLAII 
Resource Protection ]tiQnEid Use .-- 

MItWULS 

Object-i ve: 

Oil and gas and gilson- 
i te would continue to 
be leased while other 
resource values would 
be protected or im- 
pacts mitjgated. Sand, 

G 
gravel, and building 
stone woul d conti we 
to be provided to meet 
demand. 

Actions: 

Approximately 793,000 
acres would be avail- 
able for lease for oil 
and gas under standard 
sti pi.41 ati 0Dfs (Category 
I), 186,000 acres 
wolald be available for 
lease with special 
stipulations (Category 
21, 32,000 acres would 
be precluded from sur- 
face occupancy (Cate- 
gory 3), and 16,000 
acres would not be 
leased (Category 4). 

Object! ve: 

Lease minerals where 
no significant con- 
flicts exist with 
other resource values. 

Renewable resource 
values would receive 
preference in land use 
decisions. 

Actions: 

Approximately 473,000 
acres could be- 
able for lease for oil 
and gas under standard 
stipulations (Category 
1). Aooroxi mate1 .v 

"acres couid be 
e for lease 

wing special stipula- 
tions (Category 2). 
Surface occupancy 
would be precluded 
from 49 000 acres 
(Cater). Leases 
would not be issued 
on 8,000 acres 
(Category 4). 

Objective: 

Mineral resource values 
would receive preference 
in making land use 
decisions. Provide 
sufficient sand, 
gravel, and building 
stone to meet demand. 

Actions: 

Approximately 989,000 
acres would be available 
for oil and gas lease 
using standard stipula- 
ti ons (Category 1) . 
Approximately 35,000 
acres would be available 
for lease using special 
mitigation (Category 2). 
Surface occlapancy would 
be precluded on less 
than 3,000 acres (Cat- 
egory 3). No lands 
would be closed to 
leasing (Category 4). 

Obj ecti ve : 

Oil and gas, tar sands, 
oil shale, and gilson- 
ite would be leased 
whi I e other resource 
values would be pro- 
tected or mitigated. 
Sand, gravel and 
building stone would be 
provided where compat- 
ible with other resource 
uses. 

Actions : 

Approximately 552,000 
acres would be avaIlable 
for 091 and gas lease 
using standard stipula- 
tions (Category 1). 
Approximately 46O.OOQ 
acres would be available 
for lease using special 
m-itigation (Category 2). 
Surface occunancv would 
be precluded" on 76 000 
acres (Category Tj?To 
lands would-be-closed to 
leasing (Category 4). 



Current Management Resource Protection Commodity Production 
PROPOSED PLAN 
Balanced Use 

Land would be leased 
for gilsonite except 
along the Green and 
and White Rivers. 

rJo additional oil shale 
leasing would occur. 
Federal oil shale 
tracts U-a and U-D 
would continue to be 
leased under all 
alternatives. 

Land would be leased 
for gilsonite subject 
to special mitigation. 
The special mitigation 
would be derived from 
the oil and gas 
category system. 

Priority management Priority management 
areas totalling areas totalling 
approximately 18,000 approximately 84,000 
acres would be available acres for underground 
for underground mining. mining and 14,000 acres 
Two tracts totaling for in-situ development 
approximately 10,500 would De available for 
acres could be leased lease. Four tracts 
in this area upon totaling approximately 
COiIlpl etion of the BMP. 21,000 acres could be 
No areas would be located in these areas 
available for in-situ upon completion of the 
development. RMP. 

Land would be leased 
for gilsonite subject 
to special mitigation. 
The special mitigation 
would be derived from 
the oil and gas 
category system. 

Land would be leased 
for gilsonite subject 
to special mitigation. 
The special mitigation 
would oe derived from 
the oil is 4 gas 
category 'stem. 

Priority management 
areas totalling 
approximately 42,000 
acres for underground 
mining and 6,000 acres 
for in-situ development 
would be available for 
lease. Two to four 
tracts totaling ap- 
proximately 10,500 to 
21,000 acres could be 
leased within these 
areas after implementa- 
tion of the RIP. 



Current Management Resource ProtectIon Comodlty Production 
PROPOSEO PLAN 
IBalanced Use 

No leases would be 
issued for tar sand 
devel opmen t. 

Combined hydrocarbon 
leases (competitive and 
conversion) would be Is- 
sued subject to stipula- 
tions indicated in this 
document. Aonroximate- 

Combined hydrocarbon 
leases (competitive and 
conversion) would be is- 
sued subject to sti[pula- 
tions indicated in this 
document. Approximate- 

Combined nydrocarbon 
leases (competitive and 
conversion) kfould be is- 
sued subject to stipula- 
tions indicated in this 
document. Approximate- 

klhen warranted, a 
schedule for a com- 
petitive lease program 
vdould be developed. 

Sand and gravel sites 
along the Green River 
and south of Blue 
Mountain could be es- 
tablished on a case- 
by-case basis. 
Approximately 160 
acres would be available 
for community or free 
use. 

ly $4 000 acres would 
be ZZ3Eble for tar 
sand development using 
standard stipulatfons. 
Approximately 106,000 
would require special 
mitigation. Surface 
occupancy would be 
precluded from 67.000 
acres. Leases would 
not be issued oh 
12,000 acres within 
the Naval Oil Shale 
Reserve. 

#hen warranted, a 
schedule for a com- 
petitive lease program 
doulld be developed. 

Sand and gravel would 
not be sold. Current 
community and free use 
areas would be closed 
whem permits expire. 

ly 213 000 acres would 
be me for tar 
sand development using 
standard stipulations 
and an additional 4,000 
acres using special 
mitigation. No areas 
would De precluded from 
surface occupancy. 
Leases would not be 
issued oh 12,000 acres 
within the Maval Oil 
Shale Reserve. 

I$hen warranted, a When tiarranted, a 
schedule for a com- schedule for a com- 
petitive lease program petitive lease program 
would be developed. would be developed. 

Approximately 12,500 
acres uould be desig- 
nated as potential sand 
and gravel locations. 
Community and free use 
areas would be main- 
tained in their current 
locations. 

ly 118 000 acres would 
Be aval ao e for tar '1 
sand development using 
standard Stipulations. 
Approximately 72.000 
acres would beavdiqaole 
for development using 
special mitigation. 
Approximately 27,000 
acres would be precluded 
from surfdce occupancy. 
Leases would not be 
issued on 12,000 acres 
within the Naval Oil 
Shale Reserve. 

Approximately 8,500 
acres of land would be 
designated as potential 
sand and gravel sites. 
The community pit and 
free use areas would be 
retained in their present 
locations. 



Current Management Resource Protection Commodity Production 
PROPOSEO PL 
Bill anced Use 

Stone would continue to 
be sold from three col- 
lection areas totaling 
2'1,500 acres. 

Approximately 25 percent 
of Federal lands would 
remain open to entry 
under proviss'ons of the 
Mining Law of 1872, as 
amended. The remaining 
lands are under pro- 
tective vrithdravJa1 ahd 
would not be open to 
entry. 

Collect;Son areas woolld 
be eliminated. 

Approximately 25 percent 
of Federal lands would 
remain open to entry 
under provisions of the 
Mining Law of 1872, as 
amended. The remaining 
lands are under pro- 
tective withdrawal and 
wolald not be open to 
entry. 

Tne Nutters Hole 
collection area would be 
enlarged to include an 
additional 24,500 acres. 
Disposals would continue 
from Johnson Draw and 
Buck Canyon areas for a 
total of 46,000 acres. 

Approximately 25 percent 
of Federal lands would 
remain open to entry 
under provisions of the 
Miming Law of 1872, as 
amended. The remaining 
lands are under pro- 
tective withdrawal and 
would hot be open to 
entry. 

Approximately 25 percent 
of Federal lands would 
remain open to entry 
under provisions of the 
Mning Law of 1872, as 

The remaining 
under pro- 

ithdrawal and 
be open to 

amended. 
lands are 
tective w 
would not 
entry. 



Current Management Resource ProtectIon Con-modaty Productron 
PROPOSED PLAN 
Balanced Use 

RIGHT-OF-WAY CORRIDORS 

Objective: ve: Object-i 

Rights-of-way would be Rights-of-way would be 
issued on a case-by- restricted to desig- 
case basis while pro- nated corridors to the 
viding protection of maximum extent prac- 
other resource values. tical. Reneiiabl e 
The location of resource values tiould 
rights-of-way would receive preferential 
be encouraged within consideration in lo- 
identified corrJdors, cating additional 
or adjacent to exist- rights-of-way and 
ing rights-of -way. corridors. 

Actions: 

Approximately 170 miles 
of corridors consisting 
of 61,500 acres previous- 
ly identified in #anage- 
ment Framework Plans 
(WFP 1 and MFP amendments 
would be designated. 
Exclusion areas would 
not be identdfied. 

Actions: 

Approximately 150 miles 
of corridors consisting 
of 46,ilOO acres would be 
designated. MO rights- 
of-way would be allowed 
in exclusion areas. 
Approximately 23,000 
acres of 1 and would be 
designated as exclusion 
areas. 

Objective: 

The development of 
resources would be 
facilitated through 
development of a net- 
work to allow maximum 
flexsibility in estab- 
lishing rights-of-way 
and corridors. Addi- 
tional corridors could 
be established in re- 
sponse to future rights- 
of-way app’8 1 cat.1 ens. 
Resources producing the 
greatest revenue and 
providing for human 
needs would receive 
preference in I ocatjng 
corridors and rlghts-of- 
way. 

Actions: 

Approximately 330 miles 
of corridors consisting 
of 174,000 acres would be 
designated. Exclusion 
areas would not be 
identified. 

Obiective: 

Rights-of-day would be 
encouraged within 
identified corridors 
while protecting or 
mitigating other 
resource values. 
Additional corridors 
could be established 
if compatible witn 
other resource uses. 

-kiLli ons: 

Approximately 235 miles 
of corridors consisting 
of 93,000 acres woul d be 
designated. Rights-of- 
way and corridors could 
be allowed in exclusion 
areas only if adequate 
mitigation, reclamation, 
or habitat enhancement 
could be accomplished. 
Approximately 23,000 
acres of land would be 
desjgnated as exclusion 
areas. 



Current Management Resource Protection Commodity Productaon 
PROPOSED PLAN 
Balanced Use 

FORAGE 

Objective: 

Manage forage to: 
A. Maintain current 
stocking levels and 
grazing practices. 

B. Maintain current 
level and trend of 
wild1 ife numbers. 

C. Maintain present 
wild horse numbers. 

E 

Maintain existing 
forage and livestock 
facilities. 

Objective: 

Manage forage for: 
A. Livestock numbers 
which allow fair and 
poor ecological conditioa 
areas to improve to good 
or excellent. 
8. Prior stable wildlife 
numbers. 

c. Maintenance of de- 
sired wild horse numbers 
for Bonanza and Hill 
Creek herds and eliminate 
the wild horse herd at 
Minter Ridge. 

Maintain or improve the 
exdsting forage resource 
through range management 
techniques and restric- 
tfons on livestock graz- 
ing. 

Objective: Objective: 

Manage forage to: 
A. Support full live- 
stock grazjng preference* 
where potential exists 
for improvement. 

Manage forage for: 

B. Maintain present or 
reduced wildlife numbers. 

C. Reduce wild horse 
numbers at Hill Creek 
and eliminate wild 
horse herds at Winter 
Ridge and Bonanza. 

Improve and increase 
forage through range 
management techniques. 

numbers at Hill Creek 
only. 

Maintain or improve the 
total forage resource 
using management 
techniques which are 
compatjble with the use 
and development of other 
resources. 

*(Full livestock grazing 
preference 1s actdve 
grazing preference plus 
suspended nonuse.) 
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Current Nahagement Resource ProtectIon Comodi%y Productlon 
PROPOSED PLAI 
Balanced Use 

Actj ons: 

The following ALMS would 
be authorized. 

Actions: Acid ens : Actions: 

The fol7owlng AUWs would The followi sag AUlvRs would The following AUMs would 
be aulhorized. be authorized. be authorized. 

A. BLUE WOUNHAIN LOCALITY A. BLUE ~OU~~A~~ LOCALITY A. BLUE MOUNTAIM LOCALITY A. BLUE MOUNTAIM LOCALITY 
hi vestock Llves%ock 3,725 AUWs Livestock 6,425 ALMS Livestock 5-g43 AUtis&*** 

Average Use 5,835 AU!& 
ActSve Pref. 5,787 AUMs 

Wildlife Wildlife 2,413 Al&i Wildlife 934 ALMS Wildi-ife 1,768 AU!& 
Average Use 1,768 ALMS 
Allocated Use 1,000 AUMs 

s. ~O~~ZA-~~~~OW !JMLITY 8. ~O~~ZA-~~~~OW LOCALITY B. BOMAHZA-RAIWBOW LOCALlITY B. BONANZA-RAINBOW LOCALITY 
Livestock Livestock 29.277 AUWs Livestock 62,026 AU!& Livestock 45,249 Al&Is 

Average Use 37,352 BUMS 
Active Pref. 61,323 AUMs 

2: Wildlife Wildlife Wildlife Wildlife 
htelope Aver- Amtell oge 1,390 AUMs Antelope 377 ALMS Antelope 1,123 AUMs 
age Use 762 AUMs 
Antelope Allo- 
cated Use 312 AUMs 

*Deer Average Use a AUWs *Qeer b AUMs *Deer C ALMS *Qeer d AUMs 
Deer Allocated 
Use 2,959 ALMS 

Wild horses Wild horses 600 AUMs Wild horses 0 AUtis Wild horses 0 AUMs 
Average Use 480 AUMs 
Allocated Use 0 AUWs 



PROPOSED P%A# 
Curren ] ana emen omo roducitfon alanced Use 

C. BOOK CLIFFS LOCALITY C. BOOK CLIFFS LOCALITY C. BOOK CLIFFS LOCALITY C. BOOK CLIFFS LOCALBTY 
Livestock Livestock 15,402 AU& Livestock 28,385 AUMs Livestock 22,137 AUWs 

Average Use 17,351 ALMS 
Active Pref. 23,174 AUWs 

Wildlife **Wij dl ife blkf AuINs **Wildlife clltg ALMS **W i 71 da i fe diih AU& 
**Average Use a&e AUMs 

Allocated Use 38,867 AU!& 
Wild-horses Wild horses 0 Al&Is Wild horses 0 AUMs Wild horses 0 BUMS 

Average Use 108 AUMs 
Allocated Use 0 AUMs 

Il. HILL CREEK LOCALIITY Il. HILL CREEK LOCALITY I). HILL CREEK LOCALITY 0. HILL CREEK LOCALITY 
Livestock Livestock 5,045 AUMs Livestock 12,649 Al&Is Livestock 7.987 AUMs 

Average Use 6,442 ALMS 
Ac%ive Pref. 12,638 ALMS 

Wildlife **Wildlife b&% ALMS *Wtildlife c&g AUWs *~'Mldldfe d&h AUMs 

% **Average Use a&e AUMs 
Allocated Use 500 ALlMs 

Wild horses Wild horses 2,340 AU#s Wild horses 710 AUHs Wild horses 2,340 AU&. 
Average Use 1,881 AUMs 
Allocated Use 0 AUPls 

Totals 
Livestock Livestock 53.459 AUMs Livestock 109,485 AUMs Livestock 81.316 AUMs 

Average Use 66,980 AUMs 
Active Pref. 802,915 AUlrls 

Wildlife Wildlife 55,597 AI&Is Wildlife 17,287 AUMs Wildlife 47,596 AWMs 
Average Use 18,506 AUMs 
Allocated Use 43,638 BUMS 

Wild horses Wild horses 2,940 AUMs Wdld horses 710 AUMs Wild horses 2,340 AUMs 
Average Use 2,469 AUMs 
Allocated Use 0 BUMS 

*Deer herd unit 288 contains all of the land area included within the Bonanza-Rainbow, Book Cliffs, and Hill Creek 
localities. Data are no% avail able to allocate the deer use on a locality basis, hence the proposed deer use is 
presented for each alternative by herd unit only. Each locality would receive an unknown percentage of the total 
herd use. 8LM observations indicate that deer use would be heaviest in the Book Cliff locality and lightest in 
%he Hill Creek locali%y. 



Current Management Resource Protect90n Conunodl%y Production 
PF!OPOSED PLAM 
Balanced Use 

**Elk herd unit 21 con%ains allI of the land area included wdthin the Book Clsiffs and Hill Creek localities. Data 
are not available %o allocate the elk use on a locali%y basis, hence the proposed elk use is presented for each 
alternative by herd unit only. Each 1 ocalllty would receive an unknown percentage of the total herd use. BLM 
observations a"ndica%e that elk use would be heaviest in the Book Cliff II ocal i%y and lightest in the Hill Creek 
locality. 

***Thfs includes 157 AUl'as Temporary tion=Renewable (TMR) previlously authorized because of land treatments in an Allot- 
ment Management Plan. Refer to Appendix 5, Blue Mountain ANP. 

aunknown par% of deer herd hhknown part of deer herd CUnknown par% of deer herd dUnknown par% of deer herd 
unit 28A unit 28A unit 28A unit 28A 
Average Herd Use = 12,784 Proposed Herd Use = 37,113 Proposed Herd Use = 12,784 Proposed Herd Use = 32,577 
AUWs AUMs AU!'& AU%& 

eUnknown par% of elk herd fUnknown part of elk herd gUnknown part of elk herd hUnknown part of elk herd 
unit 21 unit 21 umit 21 unit 21 

# Average Herd Use = 3,192 Proposed Herd Use = 14,683 Proposed Herd Use = 3,192 Proposed Herd Use = 12,128 
AUMs AUMs AUMs AUWs 



Current- Resource Protection Comaodaty Productaon 
P~OPOSEil PbAti 
Balanced Use 

No new land treatments 
would be developed for 
livestock. 

Agproxinaate$y 15,000 
acres would be pre- 
scribed burned to 
improve forage, and 818 
additional 600 acres 
clear cut, resulting 
in an increase of 
1,700 AUMS. 

Season of use would not 
change. 

Spring livestock grazing 
wolald be eliminated or 
restricted through 
grazing systems or 
livestock decreases on 
50 al 1 otments. 

No new water projects 
would be developed for 
livestock. 

Approximately 31 reser- 
voirs, I4 seeps and 
springs, 6 guzzlers and 
3 miles of pipeline 
would De developed 
for livestock. Water 
rights would be acquired 
from the State of Utah 
for all water projects. 

No new fences would be 
built. 

Approximately JO miles 
of new fence would be 

Approximately % 3,000 
acres would be pre- 
scribed burned, .15,500 
acres chemically treat- 
ed or burned, and 
1,700 acres cnained or 
clear cut to improve 
forage, resulting in an 
increase of approxi- 
mately 2,700 1 ivestock 
AUMs. 

Approximately 8,050 
acres would be pre- 
scrt’bed burne,dl, 10,900 
acres ciaemically treat- 
ed or burned, and 
300 acres of plrryon- 
juniper clear cut to 
improve wildlife and 
livestock forage, 
resulting in an increase 
of approximately 2,000 
WUMS. 

Season of use would be Spring grazing would be 
changed in connection eliminated or restricted 
with grazing systems through grazing systems 
on approximately 13 
allotments. 

on approximately 28 
allotments. 

Approximately 62 reser- 
voirs, 16 seeps and 
springs, and 21 guzzlers 
and 4 miles of pipeline 
would be developed for 
livestock. Water rights 
would be acquired from 
the State of Utah for 
a%1 water projects. 

Approximately 64 reser- 
voirs, 20 seeps or 
springs, 32 guzzlers and 
3 miles of pipeline 
v~ould oe developed for 
livestock. Water rights 
would be acquired from 
the State of Utan for 
all water projects. 

Approximately 18 miles 
of new fence would be 
built. 

Approximately 18 miles 
of new fence would be 
built. 
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Current Management Resource Protec't~on Commodsty Product-8on 
PROPOSED PLAN 
Balanced Use 

Floodpla%ns would be 
protected as required 
by Executive Order 
11988, but no flood- 
plains would be 
improved. 

Livestock would be 
limited or restricted 
from 5,950 acres of 
floodplains to i mprove 
the sites. 

Livestock would not be 
excluded from wildlife 
habitat. 

Livestock would 
I iml ted from 14 I - 
acres of deer and 
elk.crucial winter 
habitat on McCook 
Ridge (758 AU%). 
A reduction of 
2,110 livestock 
AUHs would provide 
additional wildlife 
forage for deer herd 
26, 8lue Mountain. 

Continue management 
on 13 current AMPS. 
No new ANPs would be 
developed. 

Continue current manage- 
ment of 3 MPs, evaluate 
and revise 10 AMPS to 
incorporate changes in 
season of use, livestock 
limitations or restric- 
tions, vJild horse use 
levels and mineral devel- 
opment. Develop no nelJ 
AMPS. 

F%oodplains would be 
protected as required 
by Executive Urder 
11988, but no flood- 
plains would be 
improved. 

Livestock would be 
limited or restricted 
from 470 acres of 
floodp'lain to improve 
the sites. 

Livestock would not be LIvestock would not be 
excluded from wildlife excluded from wildlife 
haoitat. haba'tat. 

Continue current manage- 
ment on 6 AMPS, evaluate 
and revise 7 AMPS, de- 
velop new AMPS on 11 
allotments. 

Continue current 
management on 6 AMPS, 
evaluate and revise 7 
AgqPs and develop new 
AMPS on 11 allotments. 



Current Management Resource Protection Commodsty ProductIon 
PROPOSED PLAN 
Balanced Use 

W9LBLIFE AMI WILD HORSES 

Objective: Objective: 

Wildlife habitats would 
continue to be managed 
to maintain wildlife 
populations at their 
current, yet increasing, 
trend. Wild horse 
habitat would be managed 
to maintain current 
wild horse populations. 

WTldlife habitats would 
be managed at prior- 
stable wildlife 
population levels. 
Wild horse habitat would 
be managed to support 
desired wild horse 
population levels at 
two herd locations, 
bv removino one herd. 

Actions: 

Provide forage to sup- 
port 7,700 mule deer, 
500 elk, 6111 antelope, 
and 206 wild horses. 

A total of 18,506 AWMs 
would be utilized by big 
game and 2,469 ALMS by 
wild horses. 

Actions: 

Provide forage to sup- 
port 89,800 mule deer, 
2,300 elk, 1,114 
antelope and 245 wild 
horses. 

A total of 55,597 AUWs 
would be utilized by big 
game ahd 2,940 AlMs by 
wild horses. 

Objective: 

Wildlife habitats would 
be managed to sustain 
wildlife populations 
near or at current 
levels. Wild horse 
habitat would be 
managed at reduced 
wild horse population 
levels, at one herd 
location, bv reaQvinsr 
two herds. 

Actions: 

Provide forage to sup- 
port approximately 7,300 
mule deer, 500 elk, 302 
antelope, and 60 wild 
horses. 

A total of 17,287 AU% 
would be utilized by big 
game and 7%0 AU%lls by' 
wild horses. 

Objective: 

Wildlife habitats would 
be managed for optimum 
wfldlife levels where 
conflicts with livestock 
do not exist. Wild horse 
haba’tat would be man- 
aged to support desired 
population levels at one 
herd \ocation, bv re- 
an% two herds. 

Actions: 

Provide forage to sup- 
port approximately 
17,300 deer, 1,900 elk, 
900 antelope, and 195 
wild horses. 

Approximately 47,596 
AU& would be utilized 
by big game and 2,340 
AUMs by wild horses. 



PROPOSEIB PLAN 

Habitat for deer herd 
unit 26 (Blue Mom- 
tain would be managed 
to support current 
level 5. Habitat for 
deer herd unit 28A 
(Book c-i lffs) would 
be managed to support 
Increasing levels. 

MabStat for deer herd 
unit 26 (Blue ~o~~ta~~~ 
would be managed to 
support sl f ghtl y 
i mcreased 1 eve1 5. 
Habftat for deer herd 
unit 28A (Book Cli[ffs) 
would be managed to 
support prior-stable 
levels. 

Antelope habitat would Antelope habitat would 
be managed to support be maaaged to support 
slowly increasing objective (prior-s$ab%e) 
levels at both the levels at both the 
Bonanza and East Bench Bonanza and East Bench 

8 herd locations. herd locations. 

Approxfmately 5,000 to 
10,000 acres of browse 
would be burned, but no 
acreage of pinyonljuni- 
per chained or clearcut. 
Over the next decade, 
approximately 30 to 30 
water projects would be 
developed for wildlife. 

Approximately 15,000 
acres of browse would be 
burned, and 1,000 acres 
of p4nyon/juniper 
chained or clearcut. 
Over the next decade, 
approximately 70 to 150 
water projects would be 
developed for wildlife. 

No habitat management 
plans (HMPs) would be 
devel oped. 

Four HMPs would be 
prepared. 

No rdild horse manage- 
ment plans would be 
developed. 

Two wild horse manage- 
ment plans would be 
prepared. 

Habitat for deer herd 
~m-lt 26 (Blue Mountain) 
would be managed to 
support a signif%cantly 
reduced level. Habitat 
for deer herd undt 28A 
(Plook Cliffs) would be 
managed to support 
current levels. 

Antelope haoitat would 
be managed to support 
the current level at 
the East Bench herd 
location, and at a 
reduced level at the 
6onanza 1 ocation. 

No habitat would be 
burned or chained for 
wildlife. Over the 
mext decade, approx- 
imately 1 to 20 water 
projects would be 
developed for wildlife. 

Four H#Ps would be 
prepared. 

Owe wild horse manage- 
ment plan would be 
prepared. 

Habitat for deer herd 
unit 26 (81ue Mountain) 
would be managed to 
support current levels. 
Habitat for deer herd 
unit 288 (Book Cliffs) 
would be managed to 
support significantly 
increased levels. 

Antelope habitat would 
be managed to support 
increased levels at 
both the Bonanza and 
East Bench herd 
locations. 

Approximately 9,000 
acres of browse would be 
burned, and 2,000 acres 
of pinyonljuniper 
chained or clearcut. 
Over the next decade, 
approximately 50 to 100 
water projects would be 
developed for wildlife. 

Four HWPs would be 
prepared. . 

One wild horse manage- 
ment plan would be 
prepared. 



Current Management Resource Protectjon Commodity Production 
PROPOSED PLAN 
Balanced Use 

WOOQLAWDS 

O'ojective: 

Provide woodland pro- 
ducts to meet demand. 
Preserve forest species 
to benefit other re- 
source values. 

Actions: Actions: 

0 
0 Approximately 35,300 

acres of productive 
woodland would be 
available for 
harvest. Amount 
harvested would 
depend on demand. 

Approximately 32,700 
acres would be maintained 
on a sustained yield 
basis, with an allowable 
cut of 3,470 cords/year. 

Species, Acres 

Pinyon/juniper 35,300 
Cottonwood 0 
Douglas fir .- 0 

Species Acres 

Plnyon/juniper 32,700 
Cottonwood 
Douglas fir 0" 

Objective: 

Provide woodland pro- 
ducts 010 a sustained 
yield basis where 
compatl ble with pro- 
tection of other re- 
source values. Preserve 
forest species to 
benefit other resource 
values. 

Oojective: 

Maximize utilization of 
woodland products. 
Practice sustained yield 
on those areas where 
woodland management is 
determined to be the 
most economical use of 
the land. 

Actions: 

Approximately 31,100 
acres would be managed 
on a sustained yield 
basis, with an allowable 
cut of 3,730 cords/year. 

Species Acres 

Pinyonljuniper 26,;;; 
Cottonwood 
Douglas fir 4,000 

Oojec%ive: , 

Prow-i de woodland pro- 
ducts where mininal 
conflicts w-l th other 
resources exist. 
Encourage utilization of 
woodland products from 
lands that would be con- 
verted to other resource 
uses. 

Actions: 

Approximately 39,600 
acres would be managed 
om a sustained yield 
basis, with an allowable 
cut of 4,270 cords/year. 

Species Acres 

Pi nyon/juni[ per 37,300 
Cottonwood 300 
Douglas fir 2,000 



Current Management Resource ProtectIon Commodity Production 
PROPOSED PLAN 
Balanced Use 

RECREATION 

Objective: Objective: 

Protect all currently 
identified recreation 
sites, scenic overlooks, 
travel corridors hav- 
ing recreational values, 
and recreational 
qualities of the river 
corridors, while allow- 
ihg continued ORW use 
without immediate 
designation. 

Protect al I currently 
identified recreation 
sites, scenic overlooks, 
travel corridors naving 
recreational values, and 
scenic and recreational 
qualities of the river 
corridors, by limiting or 
prohibiting ORV use. 

2 

Actions: 

MO ORV designations 
would be made until 
1987. RHP would be 
amended to accommo- 
date ORV designation. 

Continue protection of 
15 campsites (895 
acres), 6 scenic over- 
looks (730 acres), and 
1 geologic feature (60 
acres). 

Actions: 

The following 3RV 
designations would be 
made: 

Open 369 900 acres 
Limited 645. acres 
Closed m acres 

Continue protection of 
13 campsites (785 
acres), 6 scenic over- 
looks (730 acres), and 
1 geologic feature. 
Add protection of one 
new geologic feature 
and expand 1 existing 
scenic overlook by 
160 acres. 

Objective: 

Protect the highest 
quality recreation 
sites, scenic over1 ooks 
and portions of the 
Green River corridor, 
where compatible with 
resource development. 
Allow open ORW use 
except where conflicts 
occur with resource 
development. 

Actions: 

The following ORW 
desjgnations would be 
made: 

Open 931,840 acres 
Limited 147,200 acres 
Closed 960 acres 

Continue protection of 
4 camp sites (280 
acres), 1 scenic over- 
look (320 acres), and 
1 geologic feature 
(60 acres). 

Ob.iective: 

Protect the high qua1 ity 
recreation sites, 
overlooks, and scenic 
corridors. Protect or 
mitigate recreational 
values of the Green and 
White River corridors. 
Desjgnate as much land 
as possible open for ORW 
use, while protecting 
areas where damage to 
resource values would 
occur. 

Actions: 

The fol I owing aRW 
designations would be 
made: 

I 

apen acres 526.000 
Limited 549 acres 
Closed m acres 

Continue protection of 
5 camp sites (320 
acres), 2. scenic over- 
looks (330 acres), and 
1 geoloF feature (60 
acres). 
Add protection of 1 new 
geologic feature (IO 
acres) and expand 3 
existing scenic overlook 
by 160 acres. 



Current Management Resource Protectron Commodity ProductIon 
PROPOSED PLAN 
Balanced Use 

Maintain the Highway 
40 scenic corridor 
(5,440 acres). 

The White River Canyon 
would be protected ex- 
cluding the approved 
dam and 2 utility cor- 
ridors (5,250 acres). 

Same as Current Manage- 
ent Alternative. 

Segments of the Green Segments of the Green 
River would be protect- Rawer would be protect- 
ed or partially pro- ed or partially pro- 
tected as follows: tected as fol'1ows: 

Partially 
Protected - 5,250 
Protected - 9,150 

The Book CYlffs 
Mountain Browse Natural 
Area would be managed 
to protect and maintain 
the vegetation in a 
natural condition. 

Expand the Highway 40 
scenic travel corrddor 
by 4,760 acres. Add 2 
additional scenic travel 
corrfdors: 3ook Cliffs 
Dlvide (4,100 acres) and 
new Bonanza Highway 
(3,300 acres). 

Partfally 
Protected - 3,500 
Protected - 10,900 

Same as Current Manage- 
ment Alternative. 

There would not be 
any scen3c corridors. 

The.Whlte River Canyon 
would not be a recre- 
ation corridor. 

Segments of the Green 
River would be protect- 
ed or partially pro- 
tected as follows: 

Partially 
Protected - 82,500 
Protected - 1,900 

The natural area desa'g- 
nation would be dropped 
and the area opened to 
livestock grazing and 
mineral development. 

Same as Resowce Pro- 
tection Alternatjve. 

Same as Current Manage- 
ment Alternative. 

Segments of the Green 
River would be protect- 
ed or partially pro- 
tected as follows: 

Partially 
Protected - 4,930 
Protected - 9,470 

Same as,Current Manage- 
ment Alternative. 



Current Management Resource ProtectIon Commodity Production 
PROP3SED PLA34 
Balanced Use 

FIRE MANAGEMEhJ 

Objective: Objective: 

Extinguish all wildfires Extinguish all wildfires 
and utilize a limited where they conflict with 
prescribed burn programs other resource values. 
to benefit other re- Allow other areas to burn 
sources. where no conflicts exist. 

Actions: 

Full suppression would 
be employed on 
1,070,000 to l,O75,000 
acres. 

A modified suppression 
program would not be 
utilized. 

ActIons: 

Full suppression would 
be employed on 84,500 
acres. 

Modified suppression 
wolrld be employed on 
965,500 acres. 

Objective: 

Utilize al1 fire 
management techniques 
to maximize commodity 
production throughout 
the BCRA. Employ 
prescribed burning to 
benefit other resource 
values. 

Actions: 

Full suppression would 
be employed on 84,500 
acres. 

Modified suppression 
would be employed on 
967,000 to 982,500 
acres. 

Objective: 

Utilize fire as a 
resource management 
tool, employing 
prescrioed burning, 
modified, and full 
suppression techniques. 
Resource trade-offs 
would be made. 

Actions: 

Full suppression would 
be employed on 84,500 
acres. 

Modified suppression 
would be employed on 
967,600 to 978,500 
acres. 



Current Management Resource Protection Commodity Production 
PROPOSED PiLAid 
Balanced Use 

WATERSHED 

Objective: 

Protect floodplains, 
severe and critical 
erosion areas, the 
watershed study area, 
public water reserves, 
water rights, and water 
quality from adverse 
impacts through 
mitigation allowing 
development of other 
resources. 
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Actions: Actions: 

Maintain Boulevard 
Ridge Watershed Study 
Area. 

Maintain Boulevard 
Ridge Watershed Study 
Area for 10 years. 

Objectfve: 

Protect floodplains, 
public water reserves, 
and water quality by 
restricting or eliminat- 
ing critical surface 
disturbing activities in 
those areas.' Protect the 
watershed study area. 
Mitigate adverse impacts 
to severe and critical 
erosion areas. Restore 
degraded water quality, 
floodplains, and severe 
and critical erosion 
areas. 

Implement watershed 
treatment measures on 
small areas up to a 
total of B-0,000 acres. 

Implement watershed 
treatment measures on 
areas up to a total 
of llB,lOO acres. 

Objective: 

Mitigate adverse 
impacts to floodplains, 
public water reserves, 
water quality, and 
severe and critical 
erosion areas. Restore 
only tnose degraded 
areas that would 
improve forage and 
water production and 
not conflict witn 
mineral development. 

Actions: 

Discontinue Boulevard 
Ridge Watershed Study 
Area. 

Implement watershed 
treatment measures on 
small areas up to a 
total of 6,400 acres. 

Oojective: 

Protect floodplains, 
public water reserves, 
water quality, severe 
and critical erosion 
areas, and the water- 
sned study area, by 
restricting or 
mitigating surface dis- 
turbance. Restore 
degraded areas com- 
patible witn other re- 
source uses. 

Actions: 

Waintain Boulevard 
Ridge Watershed Study 
Area as long as it 
serves a scientific 
purpose. 

Implement watershed 
treatment measures on 
areas up to a total of 
78,900 acres. 



Current Management Resource Protection Commodity Productjon 
PROPOSED PLAE~ 
Balanced Use 

LAND TENURE ADJUSTMEWTS 

Objective: 

Land disposal actions 
would be considered on a 
case-by-case basis wnere 
such actions would not 
conflict ,vJith existing 
resource management 
programs, Exchanges and 
land acquisitions that 
would improve management 
opportunities for 
resource protection, 

% resource development, 
or administration of 
public lands, would be 
considered. 

Actions: 

Approximately 1,360 
acres of land would be 
made available for dis- 
posal through exchange 
or sale. 

No land would be de‘sine- 
ated for potential 
acquisition. 

Obdective: 

The land disposal 
program would be managed 
with overall emphasis on 
retention of public 
lands. Exchanges and 
land acquisitions, tha; 
would provide protection 
of renewable resources, 
would be considered. 

Actions: 

No land would be 
identified for dis- 
posal . 

Approximately 8,700 
acres of land zr- 
tan% wildlIfe habitat) 
could be acquired if 
opportunities become 
available. 

Objective: Objective: 

Land would be made 
available for community, 
economic, and 
agricultural needs. 
D-i sposal of i sol ated 
tracts that are 
difficult to manage 
would be considered. 
Excnanges and land 
acquisitions that 
benefit development of 
oil shale and tar sand 
resources, would be 
.considered. 

Land disposals wodld be 
provided on a limited 
basis where community, 
economic, and agricul- 
tural needs outweigh re- 
taining eine land in 
public ownership. Ex- 
changes and land acquisi- 
tions would be con- 
sddered which would 
improve management 
opportunities for re- 
source protection, 
resource development, or 
administration of public 
lands. 

Actions: 

Approximately 16,000 
acres of land could be 
made available for 
disposal through 
exchange or sale. 

Approximately 10,000 
acres of land could be 
acquired if op-n- 
ities become available. 

Actions: 

Approximately 16 570 
acres of land mbe 
made avail ab’J eFdisposal 
through exchange or sale. 

Approximately 18.7OQ 
acres of land mbe 
acquired for wmfe 
haoitat and recreation 
management if opportun- 
ities become available. 



Leaseable Minerals 

ration (Figure l-4). No additional Federal leasing of oil 
shale would be anticipated under this alternative. Com- 
panies such as Paraho, Syntanna, Tosco, Magic Circle, 
and Geokinetics, have oil shale ventures in the area on 
land leased through the State of Utah (BLM 1982). 

Oil and Gas. Tar Saird. 
Land for oil and gas development would continue to 

be leased under. the existing oil and gas category sys- 
tem (Appendix 4: Specialized Mineral Terminology. The 
Resource Area is divided into four categories. Category 
1 areas are leased under standard oil and gas stipula- 
tions, Category 2 areas have special mitigation de- 
veloped to protect critical resource values which cannot 
be adequately protected through the standard stipula- 
tions. Surface occupancy is not allowed on Category 3 
areas, and Category 4 areas are not leased. 

No development of tar sand deposits would be al- 
lowed. Leasing of combined hydrocarbons (tar sand), 
by either conversion application or competitive bidding, 
would not be approved even though conversion appli- 
cations have been submitted (Figure 2-2). 

Salable Nlinerals 

Sand and Gravel. 
Resource values totalling 186,000 acres and requir- 

ing special mitigation for protection (Category 2) would 
include: Critical antelope, deer, elk, and wild horse 
range, sage grouse leks, and severe winter condition 
areas. Also included are perennial streams, floodplains 
and wetlands, springs and seeps, and the scenic cor- 
ridor along U.S. Highway 40. 

Surface occupancy would not be allowed on 32,000 
acres (Category 3) in order to protect: Public water ce- 
serves, Boulevard Ridge Watershed Study Area, the 
White River, portions of the Green River, lands adja- 
cent to Dinosaur National Monument, inventoried recre- 
ation sites, the Book Cliffs Natural Area, and significant 
archaeological sites. 

New sites could be established along the southeast 
side of the Green River and south of Blue Mountain or 
in other locations on a case-by-case basis as the need 
arises (Figure 2-3). The community sand and gravel pit 
adjacent to the Green River would be retained in its 
current location. Disposals would continue in free use 
permit areas next to the Green River until supplies are 
depleted or permits expire. 

Building Stone. 

Building stone would continue to be sold from the 
Buck Canyon, Johnson Draw, and Nutters Role collect- 
ing areas (Figure 2-4). 

The 16,000 acres of no lease land (Category 4) in- 
clude: A few miles along the Green River, key recre- 
ation areas, scenic lands adjacent to Dinosaur National 
Monument, and oil shale tracts U-a and U-b, (Figure 2- 
1). The Naval Oil Shale Reserve and power site with- 
drawals (53,000 acres) are not available for lease 
under any alternative (Figure l-4). All other lands are 
open for leasing under standard lease stipulations (Cat- 
egory 1). 

Right-of-Way Corridors 
The proposed corridors for this alternative have been 

identified in Management Framework Plans (MFP) and 
MFP amendments and are shown in Figure 2-5. 

Standard mitigating measures are contained in 43 
CFR 3570. This information is commonly reported by 
the lessee in the 13 point surface use plan as part of 
every oil and gas lease. An ‘on site’ inspection is con- 
ducted in relation to the surface use plan to determine 
the most feasible and environmentally acceptable area 
for well sites, access roads, and other proposed sur- 
face use areas. 

A “right-of-way corridor” (or corridor) is a linear strip 
of land identified as having certain land use, environ- 
mental, engineering, and economic advantages for the 
present or future location of one or more transportation 
or utility rights-of-way. This designation could minimize 
or restrict to given areas the environmental impacts that 
result from unplanned rights-of-way. A corridor is con- 
sidered to be a “preferred” area for future rights-of-way; 
it does not preclude the area from other types of ac- 
tivities. 

Forage 
Special mitigating measures, such as seasonal re- Forage related actions for this alternative are outlined 

strictions, are listed in the wildlife, watershed, and rec- by allotment Appendix 5 (Forage Actions by Alternative) 
reation sections. and are discussed as follows. 

Oil Shale. Grazing Practices. 

Two Federal oil shale tracts, U-a and U-b, are cur- 
rently being developed by the White River Shale Corpo- 

Stocking levels, seasons of use,’ the kind and class 
of livestock and grazing pattern (including 13 existing 
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Figure 2 - 2 

Areas with Conversion Application 
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Figure 2 - 3 

Potential Sand and Gravel Deposits 
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Corridors 

Figure 2 - 5 

To U S. 40 

T 45 

T 55 

T 65 

T 75 

T 05 

T. 9 5. 

T 105 

T. I I 5. 

T 125 

--- ----.-.---~ 

T 155 

T 165 



CHAP. 2 - DESCRIPTIONS AND @0MPARIS0MS OF ALTERNATIVES 

AMPS) would remain as are currently authorized. Re- 
quests for changes in any of the above items would be 
considered on a case-by-case basis and would be al- 
lowed or disapproved based on the individual cir- 
cumstances. There would be no active program to 
develop new allotment management plans or grazing 
systems. No special practices or actions would be pro- 
posed for wild horses. 

velopment in these areas or requiring minimization of 
damage through restoration and preservation meas- 
ures. 

Crucial wildlife habitat on Lower McCook Ridge 
would be protected through a rotation grazing system 
that would provide a balance of forage for both lives- 
tock and wildlife. 

Livestock Adjustments. 
Costs. 

The current stocking level (average licensed use) 
would remain unchanged at approximately 66,980 
AUMs. The active livestock preference is 102,915 
AUMs. Under this alternative, the active preference 
would be used as the technical base for authorizing 
stocking levels. No reductions from active preference 
would be proposed. If active preference would be fully 
activated, it would result in an increase of 35,935 AUMs 
over the current stocking level. Individual operations 
would have the option of increasing or decreasing their 
level of active or nonuse. However, it is assumed that 
the overall level of nonuse would remain relatively con- 
stant. 

Under this alternative, BLM would not fund new lives- 
tock improvements. This would not exclude use of BLM 
funds for operation and maintenance (reconstruction 
and maintenance) or development of new improve- 
ments resulting from cooperative funding. 

Wildlife and Wild Horses 
The 5,000 to 10,000 acres of prescribed burns would 

concentrate on mature sagebrush canyon bottoms lo- 
cated primarily in crucial wildlife summer habitats. 

Under current use, there would be no special provi- 
sion to provide forage for wild horses. Wild horse for- 
age would continue to be provided from livestock non- 
use based on the assumption of a relatively constant 
nonuse level. 

Surface-disturbing activities associated with mineral 
exploration and development, woodland harvest, etc., 
would require rehabilitation. Disturbed wildlife habitat 
would be required to be returned to a state comparable 
to that which existed prior to development. 

Recreation 

Range Improvements. 

No specific livestock projects are proposed under this 
alternative. Improvement work would be limited primar- 
ily to reconstruction, development of cooperative im- 
provements, and improvements to remedy special need 
situations. 

Implementation Schedule. 

The Current Management Alternative would be im- 
plemented as follows: 

1. Begin the ‘X-year monitoring program” to deter- 
mine any needed adjustments (livestock num- 
bers, seasons of use, vegetative treatments). 

2. Retain the current allotment management 
plans. 

3. Maintain existing water facilities, fences, and 
land treatments. 

Within the Green River Corridor from Ouray to 
Tabyago Canyon, the placement of structures or other 
types of visible development would comply with man- 
agement consistent with the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act. Along the remaining portions of the river, 5,250 
acres from Ouray to Dinosaur National Monument, no 
river corridor would be designated, but the river envi- 
ronment would be partially protected. All development 
or surface disturbances would conform to the existing 
Visual Resource Management standard. 

Watershed 

Boulevard Ridge Watershed Study Area. 

4. Develop improvements to satisfy special needs. 

Riparian Habitat, Floodplains, and Crucial 
Wildlife Habitat. 

In 1972, the Boulevard Ridge Watershed Study Area 
was established to examine the effects of removing ma- 
ture pinyon and juniper trees on water runoff and sedi- 
ment yield. Data have been collected from a chained 
(removal of pinyon and juniper) drainage area and an 
undisturbed (control) drainage area. The two drainage 
areas, totalling 330 acres have been fenced to exclude 
livestock; all other surface disturbing activities are pro- 
hibited within the exclosure. 

Treatment Measures. 

Floodplains and riparian habitat would be protected 
as required by Executive Order 11988 by avoiding de- 

Watershed treatment measures such as detention 
and retention dams would be installed on 10,000 acres. 
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Based on past treatments, an average of 50 structures 
would be constructed per 1,000 acres. Each structure 
would have a sediment capacity of 0.25 acre-feet and 
function for approximately 20 years without mainte- 
nance. The exact number of structures and their loca- 
tion are not currently known. The location of critical and 
severe erosion condition areas are shown in Figure 2-6. 

The seeding of detention-retention dams and the 
utilizing of runoff diversion structures, would minimize 
adverse soil impacts, which might result from gas and 
oil activities. 

Land Tenure Adjustment 
The approximately 1,360 acres of land made avail- 

able for disposal (Figure 2-7) would be small, isolated 
tracts, surrounded by state and private lands. These 
lands meet the basic FLPrWA requirements for dis- 
posal. They have been identified in this document 
so they may be considered in future land ex- 
changes or sales. Exchanges would be the pre- 
ferred method of disposal. Site @ecific analysis 
would be required prior to any disposal effort. Po- 
tential lands for disposal or exchange are shown in Fig- 
ure 2-7. 

Oil and Gas. 

Implementation of this alternative would place land 
into restricted use areas, emphasizing renewable re- 
source values. Approximately 470,000 acres would 
be placed into Category 2 (see Appendix 4). Specif- 
ic wildlift? resource values requiring special mitiga- 
tion include: Crucial winter elk habitat such as 
chainings and burns, crucial elk summer range, the 
Monument Ridge Deer Migration Corridor, and cru- 
cial antelope range. Perennial streams, severe and 
critical erosion areas VRM Class II an?as, and three 
scenic travel corridors would receive special miti- 
gation to protect important watershed and recre- 
ation resources. The Green River Corridor from 
Duray to .lensen and the White River Corridor up- 
stream from the proposed damsite would receive 
special mhigation to pro&t wildlife, watershed, 
and recreation values. 

Surface occupancy would not be allowed on 
49,000 acres in order to protect sagegrouse leks, 
deer and elk calving and fawning areas, floodplains, 
wetlands, public water reserves, and a watershed 
study area. 

In addition, thirteen campsites, six scenic over- 
looks, the Book Cliffs Natural Area, and two 

ecologic features would be precluded from surface 
occupancy. The Green River adjacent to Dinosaur 
National Monument and from Ouray to Tabyago Ca- 
nyon, along with the White River downstream from 
the proposed damsite, would also receive this spe- 
cial protection to enhance wildlife, watershed, and 
recreation values. 

Leasing would not be allowed on approximately 
36,000 acres due to current limitations of offsite or 
slant drilling. Additionally, the Naval Oil Shak We- 
serve would remain closed to oil and gas leasing. 

Oil Shale. 

Approximately 18,000 acres would be available for 
lease and would be designated a priority management 
area, (Figure 2-9). Two future oil shale tracts, totalling 
approximately 10,500 acres, could be leased within this 
area after implementation of the RMP. The actual size 
of the tracts could vary due to offsite disposal consider- 
ations or other legislation that may be forthcoming. De- 
tailed environmental documentation would be required 
for any lease proposal and would require specific miti- 
gation measures. A schedule for oil shale leasing would 
then be developed. Exploration drilling of the resource 
would be allowed to verify the projected estimates be- 
fore a competitive leasing program would be started. 

Tar Sand. 

Areas in Category one and two (Figure Z-lo), 
would be administered according to standard laws 
and regulations (refer to Appendix 4 for more dis- 
cussion). 

Additional special mitigation (Category 2) would 
be required for crucial deer and elk habitat, high 
productive woodlands, and critical and severe ero- 
sion areas. The mitigation would be developed dur- 
ing an environmental analysis of a specific pro- 
posed mining project. Mitigation could include such 
things as substftute habitat development prior to 
project initiation. Areas affected would total approx- 
ima tely 106,000 acres. 

Certain areas would be delineated no surface oc- 
cupancy. This designation would preclude develop- 
ment of tar sand deposits although conventional oil 
and gas resources could still be developed. Crucial 
wildlife habitat which would negatu? surface occu- 
pancy includes: Deer fawning and elk calving areas, 
k4cCook Ridge crucial winter habitat, the Monument 
f?idge Deer Migration Corridor, and sage grouse 
leks. Other limiting resource values would include: 
Public water reserves, VRM Class II areas, ten 
campsites, a portion of the Book Cliffs Divide 
Scenic Corridor, and a watershed study area. The 
area affected would total approximately 67,000 
acres. 
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CHAP. a - DESCRIPTIONS AND CBMPARISQNS OF AbTERNAllVES 

Tar sand leases would not be issued within the 
Naval Oil Shale Reserve. 

Right-of-Way Corridors 
The 150 miles of corridors consisting of 46,000 acres 

proposed for this alternative have been identified after 
considering industry’s needs and other resource values. 
To give additional protection to wildlife habitat, severe 
and critical erosion areas, visual resources, and pro- 
ductive woodlands, 23,000 acres of land would be de- 
signated exclusion areas where no rights-of-way would 
be allowed. The proposed corridors and exclusion 
areas for this alternative are shown in Figure 2-l 1. Ap- 
plications for rights-of-way and corridors outside of de- 
signated corridors and exclusion areas would be con- 
sidered individually. 

Forage 
Forage related actions for this alternative are outlined 

by allotment in Appendix 5 (Forage Actions by Alterna- 
tive) and Figure 2-12. 

Grazing Practices. 

Under this alternative, adjustments would be made in 
spring grazing practices to eliminate or decrease graz- 
ing impacts during the critical vegetative growth period 
(April-May). Current AMPS would be modified to 
minimize grazing impacts during this period. 

Livestock Adjustments. 

In addition to the above adjustments in grazing prac- 
tices, overall decreases would be made in livestock 
grazing use. These adjustments would be made to af- 
ford protection to specific critical wildlife and watershed 
areas, e.g. critical wintering or fawning areas, riparian 
areas, loo-year flood plain areas, etc. The number of 
AUMs authorized for livestock would be 53,459. This is 
13,527 AUMs less than current average use and 
49,456 AUMs less than active preference. 

Range improvements. 

Developments under this alternative would primarily 
improve wildlife habitat, ecological condition, and the 
natural environment. However, without the improve- 
ments, the downward adjustments to livestock would be 
much more significant. Vegetation treatments would in- 
clude prescribed burning and pinyon-juniper clearcuts. 
Mitigating measures for the proposed treatments are 
described in Appendix 8 (Mitigating Measures for Land 
Treatments). 

implementation Schedule. 

This alternative would be implemented as follows: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Begin the “5-year monitoring program” to deter- 
mine any adjustment needs (livestock numbers, 
seasons of use, vegetative treatments). 

Revise current allotment management plans 
(AMPS), develop new AMPS, and identify im- 
provements needed. 

Develop water facilities. 

Construct fences. 

Implement AMPS. 

Develop land treatments. 

Adjust stocking levels and seasons of use graz- 
ing practices in accordance with needs iden- 
tified in monitoring and in consultation with af- 
fected users. 

Wiparian Habitat, Floodplains, and Crucial 
Wildlife Habitat 
Approximately -5,950 acres of riparian habitat and 

floodplains would be afforded additional protection. Two 
hundred and ten acres would be fenced in the Sweet- 
water allotment. In the Green River allotment, 150 
acres would be protected by eliminating cattle use. The 
remaining 5,590 acres in the Green River AMP, Bir- 
chell, and White River Bottoms allotments would be 
closed to grazing. Livestock would be limited from 
14,000 acres of deer and elk crucial winter habitat on 
McCook Ridge. 

costs. 

Approximately $342,000 would be used for new lives- 
tock improvements funded by BLM. This does not in- 
clude cooperative projects, reconstruction or mainte- 
nance. 

Wildlife and Wild Horses 
The 15,000 acres of prescribed burns would concen- 

trate on mature sagebrush canyon bottoms, mature 
browse stands, and old chainings and burns that are 
becoming overgrown. Natural regeneration, mechanical 
reseeding and/or tubling transplants could be used to 
reestablish vegetation. . 

Four habitat management plans would be prepared. 
They would include plans for Blue Mountain (deer herd 
26) Bonanza antelope herd 7), East Bench (newly 
reestablished antelope herd) and Book Cliffs (deer herd 
28A and elk herd 21). Wild horse management plans 
would be prepared for herds in the f-iill Creek and 
Bonanza locations. 

Surface-disturbing activities associated with mineral 
exploration and development, woodland harvest, etc. 
would require rehabilitation. Disturbed wildlife habitat 
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would be required to be returned to a state comparable 
to that which existed prior to development. 

Seasonal restrictions on mineral exploration and de- 
velopment would occur on crucial antelope fawning 
habitat (from May 15 to June 20) and crucial deer and 
elk winter habitat located within chainings and burns 
(November 1 to April 1). Seasonal protection would be 
afforded to deer and elk crucial summer areas (May 10 
to October 1). Seasonal restrictions (mid-April to mid- 
May) would also apply to mule deer during migration 
from winter to summer range across the Monument 
Ridge Migration Corridor. No surface-occupancy restric- 
tions would be utilized on crucial deer fawning and elk 
calving areas, sage grouse habitat, and important ripa- 
rian zones. Tar sand exploration and development 
would not be allowed on the McCook Ridge deer and 
elk wintering area. Crucial antelope habitat (East 
Bench) lost to potential oil shale exploration and de- 
velopment would be replaced by additional suitable 
habitat of equal amount. 

Woodlands 

No cottonwood or Douglas fir would be harvested ex- 
cept for salvage sales where stands have been killed 
due to a natural disaster such as wildfire. Allowable an- 
nual cut from managed pinyon-juniper stands would be 
2,650 cords per year and 820 cords from old chainings, 
burns, and unproductive low-site woodlands for a total 
of 3,470 cords per year. 

Recreation 
Up to 710,400 acres, would be designated as limited 

or closed to ORV use. Closed areas would include 
most severe erosion areas, the White River canyon, the 
Book Cliffs natural area, Boulevard Ridge Watershed 
Study Plot, certain cultural sites, certain areas contigu- 
ous to the Uintah and Ouray Indian Reservation, and 
areas adjacent to the Book Cliffs Divide and Bonanza 
Highway. ORV use would be limited in critical erosion 
areas, certain recreational sites, crucial wildlife habitat, 
and wild horse range areas (Figure 2-13). 

Two camp sites protected under the Current Manage- 
ment Alternative (Winter Ridge and Lower McCook) 
would be discontinued because their aesthetic and re- 
creational values have been substantially degraded. 
One geologic feature (Duck Rock) would be added and 
the Point of Pines scenic overlook would be increased 
in size from 320 acres to 480 acres (Table 2-2). 

The scenic corridor along U.S. Highway 40 would be 
located only on the north side of the highway and ex- 
tend to the Blue Mountain escarpments, Figure 3-16. 
Two additional scenic corridors would be established. 
The first corridor would be along the new Bonanza 
highway and would extend from the Green River bridge 

south for 6 miles. The second corridor would extend 
from PR Spring along the Book Cliffs Divide roa’d to the 
Utah/Colorado border and include both Dick and Fatty 
Canyons. 

Within the 3 corridors, no visible above-ground struc- 
tures would be permitted within 0.5 mile of the highway. 
Underground facilities would be permitted within the 
corridor if they would not create a disturbance that 
would attract attention. For the Highway 40 corridor, de- 
velopments would be permitted beyond 0.5 mile from 
the highway only if they would not detract from the vi- 
sual quality. 

A corridor would be established along the Green 
River within the BCRA. and would extend 0.5 miles or 
line of sight, whichever is closer, from the center of the 
river. Within this corridor from Tabyago Canyon to 
Ouray and from Jensen to Dinosaur ,National Monu- 
ment, the placement of structures, surface disturbance 
or other types of visible developments would be prohi- 
bited. Developments outside this corridor that would be 
visible from the river would be designed to minimize im- 
pacts to the visual quality standard for that area. This 
area would contain 10,900 acres. In the remaining area 
along the river between Ouray and Jensen (3,500 
acres), structures, developments, and surface distur- 
bance would be designed to minimize impacts to visual 
quality. 

Watershed 

Treatment Measures. 

Watershed treatment measures would be im- 
plemented on 98,800 acres in critical erosion condition 
and 12,300 acres in severe erosion condition. Areas of 
high natural, geologic erosion rates would not be 
treated if they have low resource values and a low 
probability of success. Approximately 5,550 detention- 
retention dams would be built; however, their locations 
are not currently known. Figure 2-6 identifies the loca- 
tion of critical and severe erosion condition areas. 

Seeding of detention-retention dams, utilizing runoff 
diversion structures and retention ponds where mineral 
development disturb the surface, would minimize ad- 
verse impacts to soils. Additionally, special restrictions 
such as seasonal shutdowns in severe and critical ero- 
sion areas, would decrease soil loss. 

Fire Management 
A program of modified wildfire suppression would be 

utilized on 965,500 acres, where control would be diffi- 
cult or where other significant resource values would 
not be at risk of being damaged. At the discretion of the 
Resource Area Manager, wildfires could be allowed to 
burn until self extinguished or until significant resource 
values could be jeopardized. 
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Table 2-2 
MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES-RECREATION ACTIONS 
Hunter Camps, Scenic Overlooks, Sightseeing 

LEGEHD: R=Retained; D=Dropped; P=Proposed 

Alternatives 
Current Resource Commodity Balanced 

Type of Site Name of Site Management Protection Production Use 

Hunter Camps PR Spring R R R R 
Hide Out R R R R 
Chicken Spring R R R R 
Book Cliffs Rim R R R R 

Aspen Hollow R R D D 
Atchee Ridge D R 
South Canyon R" z D D 
Lee Canyon R D D 
Point of Pines R 1: D D 

Seep Ridge R R D D 
Meadow Ridge R R D D 
Willow Canyon R R D D 
Flat Rock R R D D 
(Massey Junction) 
Lower McCook R D D D 
Winter Ridge R D D D 

Scenic Point of Pines R R R 'R 
Overlooks Grand Valley R R D D 

Dot Valley R R D D 
Split Mountain R R D D 
Musket Shot 
Springs 
Willow Creek R" 

R D R = 
R D D 

Scenic U.S. Highway 40 R R D R 
Corridors Bonanza IiighvJay - D P P 

Book Cliffs 
Divide D P P 

G'eologic Duck Rock P P P 
Fieatures Fantasv Canvon R R R R 

54 



‘band Tenure Adjustment 
Lands proposed for acquisition are shown in Figure 

2-14. 

Oil and Gas. 

Approximately 35,000 acres would require special 
mitigation (Category 2) for sage grouse leks, floodplains 
and wetlands, public water reserves, perennial streams, 
the Green River from Dinosaur National Monument to 
Sand Wash, the White River Corridor, four 
campgrounds, one scenic overlook, and two 
geologic features (refer to Appendix 4). Approxi- 
mately 3,000 acres of key recreation areas including 
the Green River from Sand Wash to Tabyago would be 
protected from surface occupancy (Category 3). Refer 
to Figure 2-15. The remaining lands, 989,000 acres, 
would be available for lease under Category 1. No land 
would be withheld from leasing except for the Naval 
Oil Shale Reserve. 

Oil Shale. 

Approximately 84,000 acres would be available for 
lease for underground mining and 14,000 acres, for in 
situ development (Figure 2-16). Four tracts consisting 
of approximately 21,000 acres could be located within 
these areas after implementation of the RMP. Schedul- 
ing for tract delineation and size of potential tracts 
would be the same under this alternative as are dis- 
cussed in the Resource Protection Alternative. 

Additional exploration drilling data on approximately 
33,000 acres outside known oil shale lease areas 
would be required before a competitive leasing program 
would be developed. 

Tar Sand. 

Areas in Category one and two (Figure 2-17) 
would be administered according to standard laws 
and regulations (refer to Appendix 4 for more dis- 
cussion). 

Additional special mitigation would be required 
for public water reserves, perennial streams, sage 
grouse Ieks, and three campsites. 

Such mitigation would be developed during an 
environmental analysis of a specific proposed min- 
ing project. Mitigation could include such things as 
substitute habitat replacement prior to project initi- 

ation. These areas would total approximately 4,000 
acres. 

Surface occupancy would not be precluded for 
any areas. 

Leases would not be issued within the Naval Oil 
Shale Reserve. 

Salable Minerals 

Sand and Gravel. 

Sales could be conducted to meet demand on areas 
having sand and gravel deposits (Figure 2-18). Where 
application is made for sand and gravel disposal out- 
side the identified areas, sales would be conducted on 
a case-by-case basis. Approximately 12,500 acres of 
land would be designated as potential sand and gravel 
disposal sites along the Green and White Rivers and 
south of Blue Mountain. 

Mitigation would be the same as for the Current Man- 
agement Alternative. 

Building Stone. 

Collection and use of the stone in the in situ oil shale 
area could be accomplished prior to oil shale develop- 
ment construction through permit stipulations. 

Right-of-Way Corridors 
The 330 miles of corridors consisting of 174,000 

acres proposed for this alternative have been identified 
after considering industry’s needs and other resource 
values. The proposed corridors for this alternative are 
shown in Figure 2-19. Applications for rights-of-way and 
corridors outside of designated corridors would be con- 
sidered individually. 

Forage 
Forage related actions for this alternative are outlined 

by allotment in Appendix 5 (Forage Actions by Alterna- 
tive) and Figure 2-20. 

Grazing Practices. 

Under this alternative, emphasis would be placed on 
maximizing livestock production. It would be achieved 
through revision and implementation of existing AMPS 
and development and implementation of new AMPS or 
grazing systems. The new AMPS would be developed 
primarily on “I” allotments. Current management prac- 
tices would be continued on a number of “M” allotments 
i.e., allotments where conditions are satisfactory, the 
potential for improvement is minimal and significant 
conflicts would not occur. 
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CHAP. 2 - DESCRIPTIONS AND COMPARISONS OF Ab-fERNATIVES 

Livestock AdjuStmerIts. Wildlife and Wild Horses 
Full grazing preference (active preference plus sus- 

pended nonuse) would be the objective for authorized 
use under this alternative. This would be attained pro- 
vided that the forage potential exists in an allotment 
and that minerals development operations would not 
impose decreases in livestock use. Full grazing prefer- 
ence would meet full livestock use demand for the area 
and would be consistent with this alternative’s em- 
phasis on domestic forage production. Data from the 
ecological site, condition, and soils inventory (BLM 
1982a) indicates that on a general basis, full grazing 
preference would be within the scope of site potential 
for most allotments. However, on the lower elevation 
sites (desert and semi-desert), full preference might not 
be attained. On the higher elevation sites (upland and 
mountain), there may be potential to exceed full prefer- 
ence provided it is not limited by other resource uses. 

The number of AUMs authorized for livestock would 
be 109,485. This is 6,570 AUMs more than active pre- 
ference and 42,505 AUMs more than current average 
use. 

Up to 20 water projects would be developed for 
wildlife over the next 10 years, primarily as mitigation 
for losses of habitat and water sources through mineral 
development. 

Four habitat management plans, as specified in the 
Resource Protection Alternative, would be prepared. A 
wild horse management plan would be prepared for the 
Hill Creek herd. 

Under this alternative, seasonal and no-surface-occu- 
pancy restrictions would not be applied to big game 
and wild horse ha,bitat in the BCRA. 

Woodlands 
Allowable annual cut from managed pinyon-juniper 

stands would be 2,300 cords; from Douglas fir and cot- 
tonwood stands, 610 cords; and 820 cords from old 
chainings, burns and non-productive wdodlands, for a 
total of 3,730 cords per year. . 

Recreatiofl 
Range Improvements. 

Under this alternative, range improvements would be 
developed to improve the availability of unutilized for- 
age and to develop new forage where a potential exists 
to benefit livestock. Prescribed burns or chemical treat- 
ment would be used in the canyon bottoms apd on up- 
land bench sites with dense decadent stands of sageb- 
rush (Figure 2-20). This method would also be used in 
areas with over mature stands of browse and in previ- 
ously chained areas to prevent reinvasion of pinyon 
and juniper. Clear cuts, chemical treatment, or chaining 
would be used on sites dominated by closed stands of 
pinyon and juniper. Mitigating measures for the pro- 
posed treatments are described in Appendix 8 (Mitigat- 
ing Measures for Land Treatments). 

Up to 148,160 acres would be closed or limited to 
ORV use. Areas closed would include the Boulevard 
Ridge Watershed Study Area, the Book Cliffs Natural 
Area, and two scenic geologic areas. Vehicle use would 
be limited in significant cultural and recreational sites, 
critical and severe erosion areas, and sage grouse 
/e&s. Crucial wildlife and wild horse areas, the White 
River Canyon, the area contiguous to the Uintah and 
Ouray Indian Reservation, and all other areas would re- 
main open (Figure 2-21). 

lmpiernendation Schedule. 

The implementation schedule would be the same as 
under the Resource Protection Alternative. 

Riparian Habitat, Floodplains, ancl Crucial 
Wildlife Habitat 
Actions would be the same as for the Current Man- 

agement Alternative. 

Existing recreation sites that have the highest poten- 
tial for development would be retained, including 4 
camp sites (280 acres), one overlook (320 acres), and 
one geologic feature (60 acres). The U.S. Highway 40 
scenic corridor would be dropped and no new corridors 
would be established (Table 2-2). A corridor would be 
established along the Green River extending 0.5 miles 
or line of sight, whichever is closer, from the center of 
the river. Within this corridor from Tabyago Canyon to 
Sand Wash (1,900 acres), the placement of structures, 
surface disturbance, or other types of visible develop- 
ments would be prohibited. In the remaining area 
(12,500 acres), along the river between Sand Wash 
and Dinosaur National Monument, structures, develop- 
ments, and surface disturbance would be designed to 
minimize impacts to visual quality standards. 

Costs. 

Approximately $813,000 to $870,000 would be used 
for new livestock improvements funded by BLM. This 
does not include cooperative projects, reconstruction or 
maintenance. 
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CHAP. 2 - DESCRIPTIONS 

Watershed 
Treatment Measures. 

AND COMPARISONS OF AL-i-EWNATIVES 

Watershed treatment measures would be im- 
plemented to increase forage production on 6,400 
acres in 4 allotments. About 320 detention-retention 
dams would be built; however, their locations are not 
currently known. Refer to Figure 2-6 for the location of 
severe and critical erosion condition areas. 

Seeding detention-retention dams and utilizing runoff 
diversion structures and retention ponds wherever min- 
eral developments disturb the surface, would minimize 
adverse impacts to soils. 

Land Tenure Adjustment 
The approximately 16,000 acres available for dis- 

posal (Figure 2-7) would be small, isolated tracts, sur- 
rounded by State and private lands. These lands meet 
the bask FLPMA requirements for disposal. They 
have been identified in this document so they can 
be considered in potential Iand exchanges or sales. 
Exchanges would be the preferred method of dis- 
posal. Site specific analysis would be required prior 
to any exchange or disposal effort. Approximately 
10,000 acres of land would be acquired if opportunities 
become available. These lands contain oil shale and oil 
and gas and would most likely be acquired through an 
exchange with the State of Utah. The locations of lands 
to be acquired or disposed of under this alternative are 
displayed in Figures 2-7 and 2-22. 

beaseable Minerals 

Oil and Gas. 

Implementation of this alternative provides for 
consideration of both mjneral and renewable re- 
source values. 

Areas in Categories one, two, and three would &e 
administered according to standard laws and regu- 
lations (see Appendix 4). 

Special mitigating measures would be required 
for various renewable resource values. Wildlife 
values include: Deer fawning and elk calving areas, 
the Monument Ridge Deer Migration Corridor, crt.r- 
cial wr’nter elk habitat such as oil chainings and 
burns, and sage grouse de&. Watershed vatwes in- 
clude: Floodplains, severe and critical erosion 
areas, perennial streams, and pwblic water re- 
serves. Recreation valwes inclwde VRM Class II 
areas, three scenic travel corridors. The Green 
f?iver Corridor, from the boundary of the Dinosaur 
National Monwment to Qwray, and the White River 

Corridor, upstream from the proposed damsite, 
would receive special mitigation to protect impor- 
tant wildlife, watershed, and recreation values. Total 
area affected would be approximately 460,000 
acres. 

Swrface occupancy would not be allowed on ap- 
proximately 16,000 acres. No surface occupancy 
would provide full protection for wildlife, watershed, 
and recreation values along the Green River Cor- 
ridor, adjacent to the Dinosaur Monument, from 
Owray to Tabyago canyon, and the White River Cor- 
ridor, downstream from the proposed damsite. In 
addition, two scenic overlooks, five campsites, two 
geological featwres, the Boulevard Ridge Watershed 
Study Area, and the Book Cliffs Natwral Area would 
be fully protected. 

Leases would not be issued within the Naval Gil 
Shale Reserve. 

Oil Shale. 

Approximately 42,000 acres would be made available 
for underground mining and 6,000 acres, for in situ de- 
velopment (Figure 2-24). Two to four oil shale tracts 
consisting of ‘10,500 to 21,000 acres could be leased 
within these areas after implementation of the RMP. 
Additional exploratory drilling would be required on ap- 
proximately 9,506 acres which are outside of Known Oil 
Shale Lease Areas before a competitive leasing pro- 
gram would occur. Scheduling for tract delineation and 
size of potential tracts would be determined prior to any 
leasing. 

Mitigation would be the same as under the Resource 
Protection Alternative. 

Tar Sand. 

Both mineral and renewable resource values 
would be considered when making land use alloca- 
tions. 

Areas in Category one and two (Flgwre 2-25) 
would be administered according to standard laws 
and regwlations (refer to Appendix 4 for more dis- 
cussion). 

Additional special mitigation would be required 
for variows resource valwes. Wildlife values include: 
Beer fawning and elk calving areas, the Monument 
Ridge Deer Migration Corridor, and crucial winter 
elk habitat such as old burns and chainings. 
Watershed resources wowld include severe and crit- 
ical erosion areas and perennial streams. Recre- 
ation values would include VRM class II areas that 
are within moderate potential areas for tar sand de- 
velopment. Mitigation would be developed during 
an environmental analysis of a proposed mining 
project. Mitigation could include such things as 
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CHAP. 2 - DESCRIPTIONS AND COMPARISONS OF ALTERNATIVES 

habitat development prior to project initiation. 
These areas would total approximately 72,000 
acres. 

Grazing Practices. 

Surface occupancy would not be allowed in some 
areas because of conflicts with certain renewable 
resource va1wes (Category 3). This designation 
would preclwde tar sand development althowgh 
conventiona/ oil and gas may still be developed. 
Wildlife habitat would inclwde MeCook Ridge winter 
deer and e/k habitat and sage grouse leks. Pwblic 
water reserves, fowr campsites, and the 5ook Cliffs 
Divide Scenic Corridor would also be closed to oc- 
cupancy. VRM Class II areas that are within low PQ- 
tential tar samd areas and the 5oulevard Ridge 
Watershed Study Area, would not be available for 
development. 

Under this alternative, grazing systems would be de- 
signed to benefit key plants for livestock, wildlife, 
watershed, etc. Season of use would be adjusted using 
the balanced use concept. Existing AMPS would be re- 
vised to be consistent with balanced use. New AMPS 
would be developed on most of the “I” allotments. Cur- 
rent management would continue on all “M” and “C” al- 
lotments without existing AMPS. Fewer high potential 
forage areas would be disturbed by energy mineral de- 
velopments under this alternative than under the Com- 
modity Production Alternative. Fewer restrictions on 
livestock production would be required under this alter- 
native than under the Resource Protection Alternative. 

Livestock Adjustments. 

The area involved totals 27,000 acres. 

Salable Minerals 

Sand and Gravel. a 

Sales would be conducted within designated areas or 
on a case-by-case basis outside of the identified areas 
(Figure 2-3). 

“Livestock Use Levels” as outlined in Appendix 5 
(Forage Actions by Alternative) would be used as a 
basic guide in setting stocking levels. The difference in 
AUMs between average use and grazing preference 
would be sufficient to satisfy other use demands for 
wildlife, wild horses, minerals, etc. 

The number of AUMs authorized for livestock would 
be 87,376. This is 21,599 AUMs less than active prefer- 
ence. 

Building Stone. Range Treatments. 1 

Current collection areas would be retained while pro- 
tecting or mitigating other resource values. Approxi- 
mately 21,500 acres of land currently identified as the 
Buck Canyon, Johnson Draw, and Nutters Hole collec- 
tion areas would be designated as building stone col- 
lection areas (Figure 2-4). 

Right-of-Way Corridors 
Approximately 235 miles of corridors consisting of 

93,000 acres would be designated under this alterna- 
tive. To give additional protection to wildlife habitat, se- 
vere and critical erosion areas, visual resources, and 
productive woodlands, 23,000 acres of land would be 
designated as exclusion areas where rights-of-way and 
corridors would be allowed only if adequate mitigation, 
reclamation, or habitat enhancement could be accom- 
plished. Applications for rights-of-way and corridors out- 
side of designated corridors and exclusion areas would 
be considered individually. The proposed corridors and 
exclusion areas for this alternative are shown in Figure 
2-26. 

Under this alternative, range improvements would be 
developed to improve the availability of unutilized for- 
age and to develop additicnal new forage where a po- 
tential exists to benefit livestock, wildlife, and wild 
horses. Prescribed burns or chemical treatment would 
be used in the canyon bottoms and upland bench sites 
with dense decadent stands of sagebrush. This method 
would also be used In areas with over mature stands 
of browse and in previously chained areas to prevent 
reinvasion of pinyon and juniper. Clear cuts would be 
used on sites dominated by closed stands of pinyon 
and juniper. Mitigating measures for the proposed treat- 
ments as part of the proposed action are described in 
Appendix 8 (Mitigating Measures for Land Treatments). 

Implementation Schedule. 

The implementation schedule would be the same as 
under the Resource Protection Alternative. 

Riparian Habitat, Floodplains, and Crucial 
Wildlife Habitat 

Forage 

Forage related actions for this alternative are outlined 
by allotment in Appendix 5 (Forage Actions by Alterna- 
tive) and are shown by location in Figure 2-27. 

Approximately 210 acres in the Sweetwater allotment 
and 260 acres in the Green River AMP would be pro- 
tected from livestock grazing to improve riparian habitat 
and floodplains. To restrict the livestock, BLM would 
build and maintain approximately 10 miles of fence. 
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COSk. 

Approximately $%J2,000 to $7,OSQ,OUO would be 
used for new livestock improvements funded by BLM. 
This does not include cooperative projects, reconstruc- 
tion or mamtenance. The costs for this alternative are 
higher only because more projects would be accom- 
plished to improve forage. 

Wildlife and Wild Horses 
The approximately 9,000 acres of prescribed burns 

would concentrate on mature sagebrush canyon bot- 
toms, mature browse stands and old chainings and 
burns that are becoming overgrown. Two thousand 
acres of pinyon/juniper would be chained or clearcut to 
improve deer and elk forage in crucial winter habitats. 
Natural regeneration, mechanical reseeding and/or 
tubeling transplants could ‘be used to reestablish vege- 
tation. 

Four habitat management plans, as specified in the 
Resource Protection Alternative, would be prepared. A 
wild horse management plan would be prepared for the 
t-till Creek herd. 

Seasonal restrictions on mineral development would 
be the same as described in the Resource Protection 
Alternative with the exception that acreages afforded 
protection under this alternative would be slightly less. 

Surface-disturbing activities associated with mineral 
exploration and development, woodland harvest, etc. 
would require reclamation. Disturbed wildlife habitat 
would be required to be returned to a state comparable 
to that which existed prior to development. 

woocllands 
Public utilization of woodlands would be encouraged 

in preference to chainings or prescribed burns to im- 
prove forage for livestock or wildlife. 

Allowable annual cut from managed pinyon-juniper 
stands would be 3,115 cords per year; from cottonwood 
stands along the Green River, 70 cords; from Douglas 
fir, 265 cords: and 820 cords from old chainings, burns, 
and unproductive woodlands for a total of 4,270 cords 
per year. 

Recreation 
Up to 554,000 acres would be designated as lim- 

ited or closed to WV use. Closed areas would in- 
clude the Boulevard Ridge Watershed Study Area, the 
Book Cliffs Natural Area, and the White River Corridor 
from the proposed dam site to the Indian Reservation. 
Critical wild horse and most crucial wildlife areas, re- 
creational and important and accessible cultural sites, 
critical and severe erosion areas, sage grouse leks, 

and three scenic corridors would be included in the lim- 
ited category. Lands next to the Uintah and Ouray In- 
dian Reservation would be designated as limited for 
ORV use (Figure 2-28). 

Existing recreation sites that have the highest poten- 
tial for development would be retained including five 
camp sites (320 acres), two scenic overlooks (330 
acres), and one geologic feature (60 acres). Additional 
areas for future protection would be: 1) one geologic 
feature, Duck Rock (IO acres), and 2) the size of the 
scenic overlook, Point of Pines, would be increased 
from 320 to 480 acres (Table 2-2). 

A corridor would be established along the Green 
River extending 0.5 miles or line of sight, whichever is 
closer, from the center of the river. Within this corridor 
from Tabyago Canyon to Ouray (9,150 acres) and the 
first four miles of river below Dinosaur National Monu- 
ment (320 acres), the placement of structures, develop- 
ments, or surface disturbance that would degrade 
scenic quality or recreation values of the river corridor 
would not be permitted. Developments outside this cor- 
ridor that would be visible from the river would be de- 
signed to minimize impacts to the visual quality stan- 
dard for that area. The remaining river segment be- 
tween Ouray and to within four miles of Dinosaur Na- 
tional Monument (4,930 acres) would be afforded par- 
tial protection. All developments or surface disturbance 
would be designed to minimize impacts to visual quality 
standards. 

Watershed 

Treatment Measures. 

Watershed treatment measures would be im- 
plemented on 12,300 acres in severe erosion condition 
and 66,600 acres in critical erosion condition. Acreages 
are located on 23 allotments with more than 10 percent 
of their area in severe or critical erosion ,condition. Ap- 
proximately 3,900 detention-retention dams ’ would be 
constructed: however, the exact number and location of 
structures are not currently known. Refer to Figure 2-6 
for the location of severe and critical erosion condition 
areas. 

Mitigation would be the same as under the Resource 
Protection Alternative. 

band Tenure Adjustment 
Approximate/y 16,570 acres of land would be avail- 

able for disposal. These lands would be small, isolated 
tracts, surrounded by State and private lands (Figure 2- 
7). These lands meet the basic FLPMA fequire- 
ments for disposal. They have been identified with- 
in this document so they may be considered in fu- 
ture land exchanges or sales. Exchanges would be 
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the preferred method of disposal. Site specific anal- 
ysis would be required prior to any exchange or 
disposal effort. 

Approximately 18,700 acres of land would be ac- 
quired to facilitate various aspects of public land 
management should opportunities become avail- 
able (Figure 2-22). 

The following section provides, by program, the man- 
agement guidance common to all alternatives and thus 
constitutes a part of each alternative. It includes past 
management decisions that would continue, proposed 
management decisions that would be implemented in 
all alternatives, and procedures and policy common to 
all alternatives. It is provided here to avoid repetition in 
Table 2-l. 

Minerals 

Leasable Minerals 

.Oil and Gas 

Administrative and technical capabilities for oil and 
gas operations have been established in the Vernal 
District. The following procedures would be continued 
under the RMP. 

Preliminary environmental reviews and notices of 
staking would be processed at the district and area 
levels. Onsite inspections, processing of needed rights- 
of-way, and field activities for other requests or permits 
would be administered at the area level. 

Applications for permits to drill (APD), sundry notices, 
other applications to perform work, and compliance re- 
ports would be processed at both the district and area 
levels. Onsite inspections, environmental review, deter- 
minations, conditions of approval, and other aspects of 
the processing of APDs and sundry notices would be 
handled at the district and area levels. 

Drainage determinations and delineation of KGSs 
would be handled at the state and district levels. 

Future oil and gas activities would continue to be 
subject to further environmental review. Special stipula- 
tions for protection of renewable resource values would 
be developed through an activity plan and attached to 
futusoil and gas leases. 

Tar Sand 

Administrative and technical capabilities for managing 
tar sand operations are presently at the Utah State Of- 

fice although these responsibilities could be delegated 
in the future to the Vernal District. 

Tar sand development would be managed in accor- 
dance with the 43 CFR 3140 regulations which would 
require a detailed development plan as outlined in 43 
CFR 3570. These regulations promote orderly prospect- 
ing, exploration, testing, development, mining and pro- 
cessing operations and require operating procedures 
which would avoid, minimize, or correct damage to the 
environment. 

Combined hydrocarbon leases could be obtained in 
two possible ways. Prior to November 16, 1983, exist- 
ing oil and gas leases in Special Tar Sand Areas 
(STSA) could be converted to a combined hydrocarbon 
lease (CHL). An approved CHL would provide the 
leaseholder the opportunity to develop either oil and 
gas and/or the tar sand resource. Applications to con- 
vert existing oil and gas leases to CHL’s within the 
BCRA totalled approximately 35,000 acres within PR 
Spring STSA, 4,000 acres within l-fill Creek STSA, and 
800 acres within Raven Ridge-Rim Rock STSA. A sec- 
ond method would be through a competitive leasing 
program. No schedule to offer tracts for competitive 
lease has been developed. 

Site specific environmental documents would be pre- 
pared prior to any development. 

Combined hydrocarbon leases would be issued using 
one category system. Oil and gas categories have been 
separated from tar sand categories in this document to 
clarify which type of energy mineral resource develop- 
ment may result in the final constraints placed upon 
lease development (Appendix 4, Specialized Mineral 
Terminology). 

Oil Shale 

Lease administration of U-a and U-b (White River 
Shale) including all technical review and compliance 
would be handled through the BLM Oil Shale Office in 
Grand Junction, Colorado. These responsibilities could 
be delegated in the.future to the Vernal District Office. 

The oil shale program for future leasing is currently 
being developed with environmental, industry, and gov- 
ernmental input. The procedures and policies would 
probably involve tract delineation; environmental review; 
a competitive lease program, including local and state 
government input; and a lessee’s submittal of a detailed 
development plan (43 CFR 3570). These plans would 
provide detailed information concerning all aspects of 
mining and development along with detailed measures 
for protection of the environment. They would be sub- 
ject to BLM approval. 

Gilsonite 

Gilsonite leases would be handled through the Utah 
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State Office although these responsibilities could be de- 
legated to the Vernal District in the future. 

Future gilsonite leasing would be made through a 
competitive or preference right leasing program. 
Lease approval would require submittal of an accept- 
able mining and reclamation plan subject to environ- 
mental review prior to any development. 

Locatable Minerals 

The general mining law of 1872 (17 Stat. 91) au- 
thorized placer and lode mining claims to be located by 
a procedure that is largely unchanged to this day. In 
1930, it became apparent that mining claims located in 
lands considered valuable for oil shale posed a poten- 
tial encumbrance against future oil shale development. 
Subsequently, lands considered valuable for oil shale 
were withdrawn from appropriation under the general 
mining laws. Approximately 75 percent of the BCRA re- 
mains under an oil shale withdrawal and is not open to 
entry. 

Mineral exploration and development would be regu- 
lated in accordance with the 43 CFR 3809 regulations. 
These regulations apply to mining activities from claims 
made under the authority of the 1872 mining law, as 
amended. These regulations establish procedures to 
prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of public 
lands. A notice giving a description of the operation and 
a reclamation plan would be required for disturbances 
of 5 acres or less per year. A detailed plan of opera- 
tions, including a reclamation plan would be required 
for disturbances of more than 5 acres per year or in 
areas closed to ORV use. Environmental assessments 
would be prepared in response to all plans of opera- 
tions. Environmental review, approval of plans, and 
compliance would be administered at the area level. 

Salable Minerals 

Sand and Gravel 

Environmental review would be required prior to any 
development with sales and compliance administered at 
the area level. 

Building Stone 

Building stone would be sold in accordance with an 
activity plan developed following the RMP. 

Land Tenure Adjustments 

Disposals 

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act re- 
q,uires that public lands be retained in Federal owner- 

ship unless, as a result of land use planning, it is deter- 
mined that disposal of a particular parcel would serve 
the national interest. FLPMA also provides criteria for 
use in categorizing public land for retention or disposal 
and for identifying acquisition and disposal priorities. All 
parcels identified within the alternatives meet the basic 
FLPMA criteria for disposal. All other public lands not 
identified for disposal would remain in public ownership 
and be managed by the BLM under its multiple use pol- 
icy. 

Public land, within disposal areas, would be made 
available for disposal through sales or exchanges al- 
though no sales or exchanges would occur without 
further environmental review. The environmental review 
would consider several factors when specific adjust- 
ment proposals are received. These would include pub- 
lic resource values, including, but not limited to, en- 
dangered and threatened and sensitive species habitat. 
riparian areas, fisheries, nesting/breeding habitat for 
game animals, key big game seasonal habitat, de- 
veloped recreation and recreation access sites, visual 
resource management, watershed, energy and mineral 
potential, cultural resources, wilderness study areas, 
statutorily-authorized designations, accessibility of the 
land for public uses; amount of public investments in fa- 
cilities or improvements and the potential for recovering 
those investments; difficulty or cost of administration 
(manageability); suitability of the land for management 
by another Federal agency; significance of the decision 
in stabilizing business, social and economic conditions, 
and/or lifestyles; encumbrances, including, but not lim- 
ited to, recreation and public purposes (R & PP) and 
small tract leases, withdrawals, or other leases or per- 
mits, mining claims, consistency of the decision with 
cooperative agreements and plans or policies of other 
agencies; and suitability and need for change in land 
ownership or use for purposes including, but not limited 
to, community expansion or economic development, 
such as industrial, residential, or agricultural (other than 
grazing) development. 

Acquisitions 

Land to be acquired by the BLM through exchanges 
generally must be located in areas identified for reten- 
tion. In addition, acquisition of such land should meet 
at least one of the following conditions: 1) facilitate ac- 
cess to public land and resources, 2) maintain or en- 
hance important public values and uses, 3) maintain or 
enhance local social and economic values, or 4) facili- 
tate implementation of other aspects of this RMP. Ail 
lands identified in this document m@@t one or mote 
of the above criteria. 

Withdrawal Review . 
Review of existing withdrawals including reclamation, 

oil shale, and powersite would be an ongoing process, 
scheduled to be completed in 1991. 
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Rights-of-Way 
Types of utilities which could be located within a cor- 

ridor include electric transmission facilities, pipelines, 
significant canals, ditches and conduits, railroads, elec- 
tric communication and microwave sites, communica- 
tion lines, and highways. 

Aufhorization, including environmental review, of 
rights-of-way would be handled on a case-by-case 
basis with approximately 75 to 100 rights-of-way pro- 
cessed annually in the BCRA. 

Land Use Authorizations 

Land use authorizations such as agricultural leases 
would be processed on a case-by-case basis as the 
need arises. Land use permits for a wide variety of 
uses would be processed regularly on a case-by-case 
basis. 

Desert Land Entries 

Desert land entries would be processed periodically 
on a case-by-case basis as the need arises. 

Trespass Abatement 

Cases of unauthorized use of public land would be 
processed as necessary. Highest priority would be 
given to abatement of the following unauthorized uses: 
1) new unauthorized activities or uses where prompt 
action would minimize damage to public resources and 
associated costs; 2) cases where delay could be detri- 
mental to authorized users: 3) cases involving special 
areas, sensitive ecosystems, and resources of national 
significance; and 4) cases involving malicious or crimi- 
nal activities. 

Recreation 
Dispersed recreation opportunities, where visitors 

would have freedom of recreational choice with minimal 
regulatory constraints, would continue to be provided 
for the public. Recreation facilities receiving the 
heaviest use would receive first priority for maintenance 
funds. Investment of public funds for new recreation de- 
velopments would be permitted only on land identified 
for retention in public ownership, where demand for 
such sites is high and where recreation objectives 
would not be attained without development. The 
basic management objective for recreation manage- 
ment shall be to provide for unstructured recreation ac- 
tivities, to be managed under the Bureau’s basic stew- 
ardship responsibilities. 
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Off-Road Vehicle Use (ORV) 

It is BLM policy that planning for ORV use is an in- 
tegral part of the planning system with decisions to de- 
signate Federal lands as either “open”, “closed”, or “lim- 
ited” for vehicle ‘use. After selection of off-road vehicle 
designations in the Final RMP, an Off-road Vehicle Im- 
plementation Plan would be developed within 1 year of 
the Final RMP if funding is available. 

Wildlife 
Impacts to fish and wildlife habitat would continue to 

be evaluated on a case-by-case basis as a part of pro- 
ject level planning. Such evaluation would consider the 
significance of the proposed project and the sensitivity 
of fish and wildlife habitat in the affected area. Mitiga- 
tions would be attached as appropriate to assure com- 
patibility of projects with management objectives for fish 
and wildlife habitat. Habitat improvement projects would 
be implemented where necessary to stabilize and/or im- 
prove unsatisfactory or declining wildlife habitat condi- 
tion. 

Habitat Management Plans (HMPs) would be pre- 
pared upon approval of the Final RMP. The HMPs 
would be prepared for each wildlife herd unit in accord 
with the wildlife management actions to be im- 
plemented under the selected alternative. Where cir- 
cumstances warrant, wildlife habitat work and related 
fund expenditures could proceed independently upon 
approval of the State Director. However, where applica- 
ble, HMPs and AMPS would normally be coordinated in 
preparation and implementation to the fullest extent 
possible to avoid duplication of effort and undue costs. 

Endangered, Threatened, and Sensitive Habitat 

No activities would be permitted in habitat for en- 
dangered or threatened species that would jeopardize 
the continued existence of such species. 

Whenever possible, management activities in habitat 
for endangered, threatened, or sensitive species would 
be designed to benefit those species through habitat 
improvement. 

The BLM would complete either a clearance (minor 
actions and projects) or a biological assessment (major 
actions and projects requiring an EIS) for endangered 
or threatened species before implementing projects. 
Any project or action that could affect an endangered 
or threatened species or it’s habitat would be deter- 
mined through the clearance or biological assessment 
process and would require a consultation with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service as required by Section 7 of 
the Endangered Species Act of 1973 as amended. 

Big Game and Upland Game Habitat 

Sufficient forage and cover would be provided for 
wildlife populations on seasonal habitat. 
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Rangeland improvements generally would be de- 
signed to benefit or accommodate both wildlife and 
livestock. Vegetation manipulation projects would be 
designed to minimize damage to and improve wildlife 
habitat. Existing fences could be modified, and new 
fences would be built to allow wildlife passage. Water 
would be provided, where practical, in allotments (in- 
cluding rested pastures) during seasonal periods of 
need for wildlife. 

RiparianlFisheries Habitat 

Management actions within floodplains and wetlands 
would include measures to preserve, protect, and if 
necessary, restore their natural functions (as required 
by Executive Orders 11988 and 11990). Management 
techniques would be used to minimize the degradation 
of stream banks and the loss of riparian vegetation. 

Management activities in riparian zones, including 
mitigating surface disturbing activities, would be de- 
signed to maintain or, where possible, improve riparian 
habitat condition. 

Soils, Water, and Air 
Soil, water, and air resources would continue to be 

evaluated on a case-by-case basis on non-Bureau in- 
itiated projects and in project level planning. Such an 
evaluation would consider the significance of the pro- 
posed project and the sensitivity of soil, water, and air 
resources in the affected area. Stipulations would be at- 
tached as appropriate to ensure compatibility of pro- 
jects with soil, water, and air resource management. 

Watershed Management Plans (WMPs) would be 
prepared upon approval of the Final RMP. The WMPs 
would usually be prepared for a geographical area with 
similar watershed problems and outline specific actions 
to be implemented in achieving specific objectives. 
Watershed expenditures could also be made in areas 
of approved AMPS and HMPs where specific actions 
are identified to solve watershed problems. 

Soils would be managed to maintain productivity and 
to minimize erosion. Management techniques that could 
be used to maintain soil productivity and minimize soil 
erosion include treatments designed to increase vege- 
tation cover and gully plugs to reduce head cutting. 

On projects that may significantly affect water quality, 
consultation with State of Utah agencies would be 
made to assure protection of existing water quality, 
consistent with the Colorado River Basin Salinity Con- 
trol Act and state water quality standards for stream 
segments within the BCRA. Water quality monitoring 
would be undertaken by BLM or required of project 
sponsors to assure compliance. 

Forestry 
Fuelwood, cedar posts and other woodland products 

would be available for harvest by the public from the 
public lands. As a general rule, charges would be made 
for these products. Free use could be authorized on 
lands where the material has no market value and de- 
mand is small. Stipulations designed to protect visual 
resources, wildlife habitat, and other resource values 
would be attached to permits at time of sale. 

Upon approval of the RMP, woodland management 
plans would be prepared outlining specific actions to be 
implemented to achieve objectives. Specific actions 
such as establishment of green wood cutting areas, ac- 
cess needs, estimation of products to be harvested, 
signing needs, etc., would be identified in the activity 
plan phase. 

Pest Control 

The BLK.4 would allow control of insects, pre- 
dators, noxious weeds, and diseases on public 
lands in cooperation with Federal, State, and local 
government control agencies, on a case-by-case 
basis. 

Allotment Categorization 
All allotments have been placed in one of three basic 

management categories: (Improvement (I), Mainte- 
nance (M), Custodial (C)), based primarily on current 
resource conditions and potential for improvement (spe- 
cific criteria for categorization of allotments are outlined 
in Appendix 3 (Allotment Management Category 
Criteria)). “I” category allotments are those having a 
need and potential for “improvement” thru management, 
“M” category allotments are those to be managed to 
“maintain” current satisfactory conditions, and “C” cate- 
gory allotments are those to be managed on a “custo- 
dial” basis to prevent resource deterioration. 

The same basic categorization criteria and ratings for 
the respective allotments are used for each of the alter- 
natives. Under each alternative, the process is dynam- 
ic, i.e. the ratings would be subject to change as man- 
agement practices or other factors alter the category 
into which the respective allotments would fall. 

Under all alternatives, initial categorization would be 
25 “I” allotments, 18 “M” allotments, and 11 “C” allot- 
ments. 

Allotment Management Plans 

Allotment management plans are commonly used to 
present, in detail, the types of changes required in an 
allotment, and to establish a schedule for implementa- 
tion. Actions set forth under the allotment management 
plans that affect the environment would be analyzed 
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prior to their implementation. The proposal, however, 
may be altered to mitigate adverse impacts in the fu- 
ture. The priorities for completing AMPS would be in 
line with the allotment categorization process. 

Stocking Leveh and Adjustments 

In reviewing the target stocking level figures and 
other recommended changes, it is emphasized that the 
target AUM figures are not final stocking levels. Rather, 
all livestock use adjustments would be implemented 
through documented mutual agreement or by decision. 
When adjustments would be made through mutual 
agreement, they could be implemented once the 
Rangeland Program Summary has been issued (sub- 
ject to a 30-day protest period). When livestock use ad- 
justments would be implemented by decision, it would 
be based on operator consultation and monitoring of re- 
source conditions. Current BLM policy emphasizes the 
use of a systematic monitoring program to determine 
the need for livestock adjustments. 

The Federal regulations that govern changes in allo- 
cation of livestock forage provide specific direction for 
livestock use adjustments implemented by decision (43 
CFR 4110.3-l and 43 CFR 4110.32). The regulations 
specify that permanent increases in livestock forage 
“shall be implemented over a period not to exceed 5 
years...,” and that decreases in livestock forage “shall 
be implemented over a 5-year period...“. The regula- 
tions do provide for decreases to be implemented in 
less than 5 years when 1) the downward adjustment is 
15 percent or less of the “authorized active grazing use 
for the previous year”, 2) an agreement is reached to 
implement the adjustment in less than 5 years, or 3) a 
shorter implementation period is needed to sustain re- 
source productivity. 

Monitoring 

The “Five Year Implementation and Monitoring Pro- 
gram”, required by current range policy to determine 
proper stocking levels for livestock grazing, would be 
completed by September 1989. 

Monitoring activities to determine the effect of the 
various management practices on the soil and vegeta- 
tive resource will be carried out for all alternatives. The 
same basic procedures will be followed. However, the 
frequency, intensity, and particular kind of studies will 
vary between alternatives. For instance, under the Cur- 
rent Management Alternative, emphasis would be 
placed on the “I” allotments, which have resource prob- 
lems. “M” and “C” allotments would also be monitored 
but commensurate with district capabilities. Under the 
Resource Protection Alternative, emphasis would be 
placed on wildlife, watershed, and wild horse aspects. 
The kind of study and area of concentration would vary 
accordingly. Under the Commodity Production Alterna- 
tive, emphasis would be placed on maximizing livestock 

production. Under the Balanced Use Alternative, em- 
phasis would be similar to the Current Management Al- 
ternative. 

Allotment Evaluation Program 

Periodically, each allotment will be evaluated with re- 
spect to resource conditions, management practices, 
and facilities. The evaluation will involve an analysis of 
monitoring data including climatological data. It may 
also include range inspection tours by BLM and af- 
fected users to jointly evaluate on-the-ground condi- 
tions. Any necessary adjustments in stocking levels or 
other management practices including changes or addi- 
tions to existing management facilities would be based 
on the allotment evaluation. 

The frequency and intensity of evaluations would be 
commensurate with resource values and use level con- 
flicts relative to the “M”, “I”, or “C” category assigned to 
the allotment. 

Cost Estimates 

Under all alternatives, range improvement costs are 
based on district averages as depicted below (BLM 
1984): 

Reservoirs $2,000 each 
Seeps or Springs $3,000 each 
Guzzlers $20,000 each 
Pipelines $10,500 per mile 
Fence $ 4,000 per mile 
Prescribed Burn $ 3.00 to $ 4.00 per acre 
PJ Chaining $25.00 to $35.00 per acre 
Sagebrush Spraying $12.00 per acre 
Clear Cuts (Cost absorbed by sale of woodland 

products) 

Cultural and Paleontological Resources 
Cultural and paleontological resources would con- 

tinue to be inventoried and evaluated as part of project 
level planning and. non-Bureau initiated actions. Such 
evaluation would consider the significance of the pro- 
posed projects and the sensitivity of resources in the 
affected area. Mitigation would be attached to project 
approvals as appropriate to assure compatibility of pro- 
jects with management objectives for cultural and 
paleontological resources. For example, if a cultural site 
is located during construction operations, the operator 
would be required to cease work in that area and notify 
the appropriate agency official. Upon determination of 
significance, and if necessary, salvage/avoidance would 
be deemed appropriate through consultation between 
the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and the 
BLM. The operator could continue work near the af- 
fected area. If the site is determined to be non-signifi- 
cant, the operator could continue without any mitigation 
to the site. 
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The objective of the BLM cultural resource program 
is to manage cultural resources in a stewardship role 
for public benefit. The Department of the Interior has is- 
sued instructions and regulations concerning manage- 
ment of cultural resources. The purposes of the system 
are to analyze the specific values of cultural resources, 
to incorporate cultural resources into the planning sys- 
tem, and to identify cultural resource information needs 
when existing documentation is inadequate to support 
land use decision making. The Bureau would evaluate 
sites, areas, and structures on a case-by-case basis as 
to their eligibility for inclusion into the National Register 
of Historic Sites. 

Visual Resources 

Visual resources would continue to be evaluated as 
a part of activity and project planning. Such evaluation 
would consider the significance of the proposed project 
and the visual sensitivity of the affected area. Stipula- 
tions would be attached as appropriate to attain com- 
patibility of projects with management objectives for vi- 
sual resources. 

The approval of the RMP is only the first step in the 
planning process. The RMP does not represent the 
final implementation plan for decisions, although site 
specific actions are identified in an RMP. The activity 
and project planning phase generally provides the gui- 
dance on implementing decisions, actions, cost phas- 
ing, scheduling, maintenance, and monitoring, involving 
areas where extensive capital expenditures are re- 
quired. Program specific activity plans (i.e., Allotment 
Management Plans, Habitat Management Plans, 
Watershed Management Plans) would be prepared fol- 
lowing the final decisions made for the RMP. When 
several program priorities require activity plans in a 
common geographic area, a coordinated activity plan 
would be prepared. The final step is plan implementa- 
tion, including appropriate mitigation. Maintenance of 
any improvements would be continued as directed in 
the appropriate plans. . 

Most of the management concerns discussed in 
Chapter 1 involves administrative decisions which will 
be the same, regardless of the alternative that is, 
selected for this RMP. These concerns include: leasing 
of public lands for support facilities; administration of 
NOSR II; retention or revocation of oil shale; reclama- 
tion and power site withdrawals; and leasing of geother- 
mal steam. The impacts that would result to the envi- 

ronment would not be significant based upon current in- 
formation; however, additional environmental documen- 
tation would be prepared when specific proposals are 
developed for these concerns. No additional discussion 
of these concerns appears in this text. 

Two management concerns, management of the 
Boulevard Ridge Watershed Study Area and the Book 
Cliffs Mountain Browse Natural Area, were included in 
the alternative analysis. 

Table 2-3 presents the environmental consequences 
of the actions for each alternative. The table is not 
complete and merely highlights the impacts discussed 
in more detail in Chapter 4. 

The Balanced Use Alternative has been identified as 
the preferred alternative because it optimizes the use of 
forage, energy, and other natural resources while pro- 
tecting critical resources such as wildlife habitat, cul- 
tural resources, endangered and threatened species, 
etc. 

This alternative allows ranchers to continue their op- 
erations at a level that they have been accustomed to 
in recent years, thus avoiding severe economic hard- 
ships for most permittees. The grazing level in this al- 
ternative will protect the range resource from deteriora- 
tion through overgrazing and will allow range condition 
improvement in some allotments. The proposed grazing 
levels are only a starting point; the monitoring program 
will determine the ultimate grazing levels. 

The proposed allocation of forage will satisfy the cur- 
rent demand by wildlife populations and allow for in- 
creased wildlife numbers in areas where the potential 
for increases exists. 

The use of fire management under this alternative al- 
lows protection of property and critical resources while 
providing for the use of fire as a beneficial tool within 
selected areas. Proper management will provide more 
desirable habitat and forage for wildlife and livestock. 

This alternative will impose the least restriction possi- 
ble upon off-road vehicles while protecting critical re- 
source values such as wildlife, wild horses, endangered 
and threatened species, cultural and recreational 
sites, water quality, soils, and vegetation. 

This alternative will provide an area where wild 
horses can be managed to maintain a viable herd in a 
location where they will be least susceptible to disturb- 
ing influences such as energy development and human 
activity. 
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The desires of recreationists for primitive facilities in 
support of hunting will be satisfied under this alterna- 
tive. The need for developed campgrounds is unlikely, 
due to the lack of recreational attractions which tend to 
concentrate people and the seasonal use that is limited 
to a few weeks in the fall. 

The right-of-way corridors identified under this alter- 
native provide a means to transport products through 
the BCRA while minimizing impacts to the critical re- 
sources This network will satisfy the needs of both 
public utilities and private industry. 

This alternative will allow BLM to dispose of isolated 
parcels where management is unfeasible or impractical, 
while acquiring properties that can benefit BLM man- 
agement. 
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MXMERALS 

Oil & Gas Oevel opment of oil 
and gas in the Win- 
ter Ridge Wilderness 
Study Area ( WSA) 
would be delayed 
until Conqress_ 

area determines 
status. -- 

No oil shale con- 
fl-3cts. 

Oil Snale 

Tar Sand 

Gilsonite No effects. 

Additional oil shale 
development would be 
delayed. 

Development of tar 
sand in the Winter 
Ridge WSA would be 
delayed until 
Congiess determines 
area status. 

No WSA conflict. do WSA conflict. No WSA conflict. 

Oil shale ma"ning Oil male mining 
could damage or 
destroy oil and gas 

could damage or 

developments. 
destroy oil and gas 
developments. 

Eighteen thousand- No effects to oil 
acre priority shale development. 
management area 
could limit flex- 
ibility in locating 
two tracts. 

In situ development 
would be delayed. 

MO WSA conflict. tdo WSA conflict. 

Some veins lost to Some veins lost to 
oil shale develop- 
ment. 

oil shale develop- 
ment. 

Oil shale mining 
could damage or 
destroy oil and gas 
developments. 

MO effects to oil 
snale development. 

No WSA conflict. 

Some veins lost 
to oil shale 
development. 



Sand and 
Gravel 

Bui II di ng 
Stone 

TRAWSPORYATXON 
UTILITY 
CORRllDORS 

FORAGE 

No effects. 

i-40 effects. 

Possible resource 
conflicts on 61,500 
acres within pro- 
posed corridors. 

Ecological condition 
would improve on 
490.500 acres in 12 
allotments, remain 
unchanged on 588.400 
acres in 35 aITX=- 
ments, and decline 
on 36.400 acres in 
7 aTiZiFnts. 

Livestock would be 
authorized -102 915 
AUMs (no chmflMs 
from active prefer- 
ence), wildlife 
would be authorized 
43,638 Al&Is (no 
change from allo- 
cated use), and 
wild horses would 
not oe authorized 
any forage. 

No effects. 

1310 effects. 

Possiole resource 
conflicts on 46,000 
acres within pro- 
posed corridors. 

Ecological condition 
would improve on 
946.602 acres in 
$9 allotments and 
remain unchanged 
on 36 400 acres 
in !T?TEtments. 

Livestock would be 
authorized 53 459 
(48 oercent? 
belob active pref- 
erence, wildlife 
would be authorized 
11,959 AIMS (27 
percent) above al- 
located use, and 
wild horses would 
oe authorized 
2,940 AUMs above 
the current alllo- 
cated level of zero. 

hi0 effects. 

Stone on I ,000 
acres could be 
lost to in situ oil 
shale development. 

Possible resource 
conflicts on 174,000 
acres within pro- 
posed corri Qors. 

Ecological condition 
WOMB d improve on 
642,300 acres in 30 
allotments and 
remain unchanged on 
472,300 acres in 
24 allotments. 

Livestock would oe 
authorized 109 485 
AU% (7 per- 
above-active pref- 
erence, wildlife 
would be authorized 
26,351 fewer ALMS (a 
60 percent decrease 
beloti allocated use, 
and wild horses would 
be authorized 710 
AUMs above the cur- 
rent allocated level 
of zero. 

No effects. 

Stone on 1,000 
acres could be 
lost to in situ oil 
shale development. 

Possible resource 
conflicts on 93,000 
acres within pro- 
posed corridors. 

Ecological condition 
would improve on 
835.100 acres in 37 
allotments and 
remain unchanged on 
280.300 acres in 
1Ttments. 

Livestock vrould be 
authorized 81 316 
AUP& (21 pem 
below iactive oref- 
erence, wildlife 
would be authorized 
3,958 AU% (9 
percent) above 
allocated use, and 
wild horses would 
be autnorized 
2,340 AU!% above 
the current alloca- 
ted level of zero. 



FORAGE 
(CONT.) 

Approximately 576 Approximately 1,181 
AU% would be lost ALMS would be lost 
to mineral develop- to m-ineral develop- 
ment and no AU!& ment and 1,708 
would be gained AUMs would be 
from land treat- gained from land 
aents. treatments. 

WILDLIFE 
WILO HORSES 

ido significant 
effects on wildlife 
or wild horse 
forage. 

Additional forage 
available for 
wildlife and wild 
horses would allow 
the following 
increases: 
antelope: 503 
mwle deer: 12,100 
elk: 1,800 
wild horses: 3g 

No significant Significant habit- 
changes to habitat. at improvements 

due to livestock 
decreases. 

No effects on 
endangered fish 
species. 

Water depletions 
from tne White 
River could affect 
two endangered 
fish species. 

Approximately 3,856 
AUHs would be lost 
to mineral develop- 
ment and 2,700 
AL&Is would be 
gained from 1 and 
treatments. 

Reduced forage 
for wildlife would 
result in the fol- 
1 owi ng decreases : 
antelope: 309 
mule deer: 400 
elk: no change 
wild horses: 146 

Significant habit- 
at losses due to 
mineral develop- 
ment. 

Water depletions 
from the White 
River would affect 
two endangered 
fish species. 

Approximately 1,858 
AUMs would be lost 
to mineral develop- 
ment and 2,034 
ALhIs would be 
gained from 7 and 
treatments. 

Additional forage 
for r~ildlife would 
allow the following 
increases: 
antelope: 189 to 

2&J 
mule deer: 7,800 

to 9,800 
elk: 1,300 to 

1,400 
Reduced forage for 
wild horses would 
result in tine re- 
moval of 6Tz. 

Overall habitat 
improvement in 
spite of losses to 
mineral develop- 
ment. 

Water depletions 
from the White 
River could affect 
two endangered 
fish species. 



RECREATION Population 
increases would 
result in in- 
creased demand 
for big game 
hunting by 400 
visitor days. 

WOODLAlMDS Approximately 220 
acres of woodlands 
could be elimiha- 
ted annually, due 
to overharvest. 

One thousand-seven 
huhdred acres of 
woodlahds lost to 
mineral development, 
rights-of-nay, ahd 
fire. 

Twelve thousand- 
eight hundred acres 
unavailable for 
harvest to protect 
other resources. 

Population 
increases and 
increased big game 
populations would 
result in 
increased demand 
for big game 
hunting by 4,060 
visitor days. 

No significant 
Increase in the 
demand for other 
recreational 
activities. 

Musket Shot 
Springs Overlook 
retained. 

Demand for other 
recreational 
activities would 
increase by 2,700 
visitor days. 

Musket Shot 
Springs Overlook 
retained. 

Twenty thousand- Five thousand-one 
three huhdred and hundred and fifty 
eighty acres of acres of woodlands 
woodlands lost to lost to mineral 
mineral development, development, 
rights-of-way ahd rights-of-day and 
fire. fire. 

Twenty acres 
unavailajle for 
harvest to protect 
other resoumzes. 

Four thousahd- 
seven hundred ahd 
fifty acres un- 
available for 
harvest to protect 
other resources. 

Population 
increases would 
result in increased 
demand for big game 
hunting by 1,560 
visitor days. 

Demand for other 
recreational 
activities tiould 
increase by 5,900 
visitor days. 

Yusket Shot 
Springs Overlook 
eliminated. 

Population 
increases and in- 
creased big game 
populations would 
result in increased 
demand for big game 
hunting by 3,350 
visitor days. 

Demand for other 
recreational 
activities would 
increase by 4,700 
visitor days. 

Musket Shot 
Springs Overlook 
retained. 



RECREATION 
(CONT.) 

No significant 
effect to visual 
resources. 

Construction in Construction in 
designated designated 
corridors could corridors could 
adversely affect adversely affect 
visual resources visual resources 
on 4,640 acres. on 13,400 acres. 

Construction in 
designated 
corridors could 
adversely affect 
visual resources 
on 6,400 acres. 

Undesignated ORW 
use could be ih- 
consisteht with 
Ute tribal plans 
for Hill Creek 
Extensioh. 

No effects to ORV 
use. 

8 

No effects to 
canoeing. 

FIRE 
MANAGEMENT 

Livestock foraoe 
and wildlife v 
habitat would im- 
prove on 5,000 to 
10,000 acres. 

ORV designations 
consistent with 
Ute tribal plans 
for Hill Creek 
Extension. 

Five hundred and 
seventy-five ORV 
user days would be 
lost to closures 
and restrictions. 

No effects to 
canoeing. 

Wildlife habitat 
would improve on 
15,000 acres. 

ORV designations 
inconsistent with 
Ute trioal plans 
for Hill Creek 
Extension. 

Tro hundred ORV user 
days would be lost 
to closures and 
restrictions, 

Water depletjons 
from the White 
River would re- 
sult in marginal 
cahoeing oppor- 
tunities. 

Livestock forage 
would increase and 
wildlife habitat 
would diminish on 
13,000 to 28,500 
acres. 

ORV designations 
consistent with 
Ute tribal plans 
for Hill Creek 
Extension. 

Five hundred ORV 
user days would be 
lost to closures 
and restrictions. 

Water depletions 
from the White 
River could re- 
sult in marginal 
canoeing oppor- 
tunities. 

Livestock and 
wildlife forage 
would increase and 
wildlife habitat 
would improve oh 
17,000 to 27,900 
acres. 



-RmCUR'RCIJT MANAGtl'MT RtSOURCt PROmON COl4m PRODM?fIOi4 BALANCED USE 

WATERSHED No effect on 
water quality. 

Watershed treat- Watershed treat- 
ments would reduce ments would reduce 
soil loss by soil loss by 
64,000 tom. 711,000 tons. 

No significant 
effect on soil 
loss. 

An additional 
10,700 to 20,600 
tons of soil would 
be lost to mineral 
development. 

rJ0 significant 
effect on flood- 
plains. 

Diverting an 
additional 28,000 
acre-feet from the 
White River for 
oil shale develop- 
ment would increase 
TDS concentrations 
at Imperial Dam by 
1 mg/l. 

Unquantifiable 
improvement to 
floodplains by 
limiting or re- 
strictihg livestock 
and ORW use and 
mineral develop- 
ment. 

Diverting an 
additional 56,000 
acre-feet from the 
White River for 
oil shale develop- 
ment would increase 
TDS concentrations 
at Imperial Dam by 
2 mg/l. 

Watershed treat- 
ments would reduce 
soil loss my 
41,000 tons. - 

An additional 
47,300 to 83,200 
tons of soil would 
be lost to mineral 
development. 

tie significant 
effect on flood- 
plains. 

Diverting an 
additional 28,000 
to 56,000 acre-feet 
from the White 
River for oil shale 
development would 
increase TDS 
concentrations at 
Imperial Dam by 
1 to 2 mg/l. 

Watershed treat- 
ments would reduce 
soil loss oy 
505,000 tons. 

An additional 
17,700 to 36,500 
tons of soil would 
be lost to mineral 
development. 

Unquantifiable 
improvement to 
floodplains oy 
limiting or re- 
stricting livestock 
and ORV use and 
mineral develop- 
ment. 



LAND No effect on 
ADMIMHSTRATION land administra- 

tion. 

AIR QUALITY No significant 
effect on air 
quality. 

CULTURAL 
RESOURCES/ 
PALEONTOLOGY 

No significant No significant 
effects. effects. 

SOCIO-ECONOM%CS No significant 
changes to the 
economy, popula- 
tion, or community 
infrastructure. 

Mineral development 
would increase 
regional employment 
and income an 
unknown amount. 

Acquisition of up 
to‘8 700 acres of 
rip* and wild- 
life habitat would 
enhance the wild- 
life program. 

NAAQS and Class IX 
standards for TSP 
could be exceeded 
near mines and 
haul roads. 

Acquisition of up 
to 10,000 acres of 
tar sand and oil 
shale areas would 
ehhance the minerals 
program. 

NAAQS and Class 11 
standards for TSP 
would be exceeded. 
Wisl'ble discolora- 
tion would occur to 
the uintah and Ouray 
Indian Reservation. 
Discoloration could 
occur to the Dino- 
saur and Colorado 
National Monuments. 

No significant 
effects. 

Mineral development 
would increase 
regional employment 
and income by an 
unknotin amount. 

Acquisition of up 
to 18 700 acres of 
wad enhance 

and both-renewable 
nonrenewable re- 
mrce oroqrams. 

NAAQS and Class XX 
standards for TSP 
would be exceeded. 
Visible discolora- 
tion could occur to 
Dinosaur National 
Monument and the 
Uintah and Ouray 
Indian Reservation. 

No significant 
effects. 

Mineral development 
would increase 
regional employment 
and income by an 
unknown amount. 



SOCIO-ECONOMICS 
(CONT. ) 

Decrease in 
authorized AU% of 
49,456 could de- 
crease operator 
wealth by 
$2.967,360. 

An Increase in 
authorized ALMS of 
7,406 could 
increase operator 
wealth by 
$444,360. 

Increases in big Increases in big 
game hunting game hunting 
(4,060 visitor (3,560 visitor 
days) anclr days) andr 
recreational recreational 
activities (2,700 activities (5,900 
visitor days)- visitor days) 
would increase would increase 
local revenues by 
$304,200. - 

local revenues by 
$335,700. 

TRANSPORTATJON No significant 
effects. 

Population 
increases would 
increase demands 
on conununity 
infrastructure. 

No significant 
effects. 

Population 
Increases would 
ihcrease demands 
on comunity 
infrastructure. 

A 16 percent in- 
crease in traffic 
volume on the four 
major highways 
would reduce the 
level of service 
and increase the 
number of 
accidents. 

A decrease in 
authorized Al&Is of 
j?l,59!3 could 
ZiCYse operator 
wealth by 
$1.295.930. --- 

Increases in big 
game hunting 
73,350 visitor 
dmandoeher 
recreational 
activities (4,200 
visitor days) 
would increase 
revenues bv 
_$339,750. - 

Population 
increases would 
increase demands 
on commtinity 
infrastructure. 

A 13 percent in- 
crease in traffic 
volume on the four 
major highways 
would reduce the 
level of service 
and increase the 
number of 
accidents. 
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The affected environment is that portion of the exist- 
ing environment which would be affected by implemen- 
tation of any of the alternatives. This chapter provides 
information about those portions of the environment 
which would be significantly affected by the alterna- 
tives, as determined by the impact analyses presented 
in Chapter 4. 

MINERALS 

Oil and Gas 

Oil and gas exploration, development, and production 
are occurring in the BCRA on a large scale. Uintah 
County ranked second in the State for cumulative oil 
and gas production and first for total footage drilled in 
1980 (Brown 1981). 

General information on the various oil and gas fields 
including type and amount of production, location, and 
number of producing wells within the BCRA are pro- 
vided on Table 3-l (Brown 1981). All oil and gas leases 
are currently issued under the existing oil and gas cate- 
gory system presented in Chapter 2 (Current Manage- 
ment Alternative). 

A favorability and certainty system pertaining to oil 
and gas is shown in Figure 3-l. The first rating is an 
estimate of the favorability (f) of the geologic environ- 
ment to contain oil and gas. The fl rating is assigned 
because it is unfavorable for oil and gas accumulations. 
Ratings of f2, f3, or f4 would correspond to increasing 
levels of geologic favorability. (For instance, an area 
assigned an f4 rating would be in an environment that 
is favorable for oil and gas accumulations exceeding 50 
million barrels of oil, or if gas, 300 billion cubic feet, as 
described in Appendix 4 (Specialized Mineral Terminol- 
ogy). The second rating is the degree of ‘certainty (c) 
that the resource does or does not exist. If little is 
known about the existence of the resource in the area, 
certainty ratings of cl or c2 would be assigned for that 
particular resource, regardless of the assigned favora- 
bility rating. A c2 rating for oil and gas indicates that no 
direct data are available to support or refute the exis- 
tence of oil and gas. Higher degrees of certainty (c3 
and c4) indicate that direct data are available either 
supporting or refuting the existence of the resource in 
the area. 

Currently, 150,000 acres are classified as f3. This is 
the highest rating found within the BCRA using the 
favorabiiity system. Approximately 900,000 acres are 
classified as f2 with the remaining 30,000 acres on 
Blue Mountain classified as fl. 

Known geologic structures (KGS) representing pro- 
ducing or producible oil and gas areas are displayed in 

Figure 3-2. Currently, approximately 450,000 acres 
within the BCRA are delineated as KGSs. As new fields 
are discovered and existing areas are reanalyzed, the 
size of the KGS areas are expected to increase. 

A call for general expression of interest, which in- 
cluded a request for mineral potential ratings, was re- 
leased September 2, 1982. The request was forwarded 
to the Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Association 
(RMOGA) which uses the RMOGA Energy and Mineral 
Evaluation System. Eight companies responded includ- 
ing: Pennzoil, Atlantic Richfield, Conoco, Celeron, 
Chevron, Champlin, Marathon, and Wexpro. The entire 
resource area was rated good to excellent for potential 
oil and gas development, with the exception of the Blue 
Mountain area, which was rated poor. 

Oil Shale 

Oil shale does not contain oil, but an organic-rich 
matter, kerogen, which may be converted to oil through 
processing. There are seven oil shale units in the Uinta 
Basin located primarily in the Paraohute Creek member 
of the Green River formation. The Mahogany Zone is 
one of these units. The optimum oil shale section in the 
Mahogany Zone, called the “Rich Zone”, is the main 
target of economic interest and appears to be the most 
promising section for oil shale development. Higher 
strength beds of low grade oil shale at the top and bot- 
tom are expected to yield satisfactory roof and floor 
conditions. This unit, as described in barrels per acre, 
is shown in Figure 3-3 (Trudell, et al. 1983). The “rich 
zone” in the BCRA ranges from 30 to 55 feet thick and 
yields from 22 to 34 gallons of oil per ton (Trudell 
1983). The 2,000-foot overburden line shown in Figure 
3-3 is the maximum depth at which underground mining 
would generally occur. 

Two federal oil shale tracts are currently under lease 
within the BCRA. These tracts, U-a and U-b, are leased 
in accordance with the Prototype Oil Shale Leasing 
Program (BLM i973) and are commonly known as the 
White River Shale Project (Figure l-4). 

The presence of confirmed deposits of oil shale has 
been administratively designated as Known Oil Shale 
Lease Areas (KOSLAs). KOSLAs have the following 
characteristics: 

0 Minimum 25 gallons per ton; 

l Minimum 25-foot thick Mahogany bed: 

0 Maximum 3,000 feet of overburden; 

0 A direct data point within 3 miles. 

The location of KOSLA’s in the BCRA are shown in 
Figure 3-4. 

In response to the BLM’s call for a general expres- 
sion of interest, the oil shale industry identified only 
areas applicable to in situ development. The areas 
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Table 3-l 

General Oil and Gas Production - Book Cliffs Resource Area 

Field 

Cumulative Production 
Location thru 1980 Wells (thru 1981) 

SLBM Oil (Barrels) Gas (MCF) Producing Producible Remarks 

Brennan T7S, R20 & 
Bottom 21E 

Buck Canyon TlS, R21E 

Coyote Basin T8S, R24 & 
25E 

830,000 803,000 3 4 

-- 

887,000 

486,000 Shut In 

310,000 8 9 

Fence Canyon T15S, R22 
& 23E 

1,200 4,798,OOO 3 3 

Flatrock T14S, R20E 

Horsepoint T16S, R23E 

Horseshoe T6 & 7s, 
Bend R21 & 22E 

Natural T8, 9, & 
Buttes lOS, R20, 

21, 22 & 
23E 

28,000 2,000 

-- 1,792,329 

163,000 13,313,ooo 

285,000 74,028,OOO 

Main Canyon 423,000 125,000 

Oil Springs Tll & 12S, 
R24E 

19,000 1,988,OOO 

Red Wash* T7 & 8S, 115,087,OOO 
R21, 22, 
23 & 24E 

Rockhouse TllS, R22, 9,000 
23, & 24E 

River T9S, R20E 156,000 
Junction 

Seep Ridge T13S, R22E 3,000 

Southam TlOS, R23E 13,000 

Undesignated 56,000 
Fields 

Total 118,000,000 

314,139,ooo 267 Unknown 

7,242,OOO 6 

192,000 

2,847,OOO 1 

953,000 5 

2,641,OOO 49 

425,660,OOO 

109 163 1979 
230 303 1981 

2 

Unknown 

Unknown 

13 

1 

10 

2 

7 

7 

66 

Partially 
in Grand 
County 

1979 

1979 

MCF = 1,000 cubic feet; SLBM = Salt Lake Base and Meridian 
*Includes Gypsum Hills, Powder Springs, Walker Hollow, Wonsits Valley, White 

River, Red Wash Unit, Red Wash-Gas and Red Wash-Mesaverde. 
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CHAP. 3 - AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

identified have between 0 and 200 feet of overburden 
and are indicated in Figure 3-5. No areas were iden- 
tified in response to a site specific call for expression 
of interest. 

A recent Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
entitled the “Federal Oil Shale Management Program” 
(BLM 1983a) analyzed the general regionwide impacts 
of a proposed oil shale leasing program in Colorado 
and Utah. The program established the procedures to 
determine the location, schedule, and stipulations for 
new oil shale leases. This proposed program would rely 
on RMPs and associated activity planning (such as 
Book Cliffs RMP) to identify areas where oil shale de- 
velopment would be generally acceptable, as well as 
identify specific tracts within these oil shale priority use 
(or management) areas. The identification of specific 
tracts was to rely heavily on expressions of interest re- 
ceived from industry. Since no specific expressions of 
interest were received for bil shale leasing within the 
BCRA, priority use areas have been identified in this 
document, but not specific tracts. 

The leasing of Federal oil shale that is considered in 
this RMP represents only a portion of the oil shale pro- 
gram within the Uintah Basin. A second environmental 
document entitled the “Uinta Basin Synfuels Develop- 
ment”, analyzed the applications by seven different 
companies for various rights-of-way across public land 
(BLM 1982). These rights-of-way would be required in 
order for the companies to develop oil shale and tar 
sand reserves they hold under State or private leases. 
A total of nine separate projects are proposed by these 
companies. Five of the projects including Enercor 
(Rainbow), Magic Circle, Paraho, Syntana-Utah, and 
Tosco were analyzed in detail. Four additional ‘concep- 
tual’ projects including Enercor-Mono Power, Geokine- 
tics (Agency Draw and Lofreco), and Sohio were also 
analyzed on a conceptual basis. A group of ‘interre- 
lated’ projects were also briefly discussed in the region- 
al analysis. 

Tar Sand 

The term tar sand is synonymous with bituminous 
sandstone, oil-impregnated rock/sandstone, oil sand, 
and rock asphalt. Oils in tar sand are similar to heavy 
oil deposits but have a much greater viscosity. The tar 
sand bitumen viscosity is such that commercial produc- 
tion is not feasible using primary or secondary produc- 
tion methods. 

Many technical questions concerning the feasibility of 
resource development remain to be answered including 
bitumen saturation, depth of overburden, pay zone 
thickness, porosity, permeability, particle size distribu- 
tion, mechanical strength of consolidated sands, 
mineralogy of sands, properties of the bitumen, etc. 

The environmental impacts of tar sand development 

within the State were addressed in a separate environ- 
mental document entitled the “Utah Combined Hydro- 
carbon Regional Leasing EIS”. It consists of four vol- 
umes of analysis concerning the 11 Special Tar Sand 
Areas in Utah, including the three STSAs in the BCRA. 
It evaluates the regional impacts of implementing the 
Combined Hydrocarbon Lease program, analyzes the 
leasing category alternatives of all STSAs outside of 
the BCRA, and discusses the impacts of competitively 
leasing up to 18 individual tracts. 

Three Special Tar Sand Areas (STSAs), PR Spring, 
Hill Creek, and Raven Ridge, comprising a total of 
217,000 BLM managed acres, are present in the BCRA 
(Figure 3-6). These congressionally designated areas 
signify where tar sand resources are known to exist. 
Limited areas of lesser quality tar sand resources are 
also known to exist outside of the STSAs. 

In preparing this document, areas were delineated 
that were considered to have moderate potential for de- 
velopment (Figure 3-7). These areas were defined as 
containing one or more of the following: 

a A IO-foot minimum thickness of the impre- 
gnated sandstone zone, with the zone contain- 
ing 13 percent bitumen by volume or 50 per- 
cent pore space filled with bitumen. The pay 
zone was approximately 15 feet thick with re- 
serves estimated at 700 million barrels (Byrd 
1970; Dahm 1980; Dana and Sinks 1982; 
Guynn 1970; Johnson, et al. 1975a, 1975b, 
1975c; Kuuskraa 1978; McCarthy, et al. 1983; 
Peterson 1974; Peterson 1975). These re- 
serves were all located within the central and 
southern portion of the PR Spring STSA. 

0 An expression of interest for tar sand develop- 
ment. One expression of interest was received 
for two areas within the PR Spring STSA. 

l An application for conversion to a combined hy- 
drocarbon lease (Figure 2-2). 

The assignment of leasing categories (such as spe- 
cial mitigation) to the PR Spring, Hill Creek, and Raven 
Ridge-Rim Rock STSAs is analyzed under the alterna- 
tives concept within this RMP. This analysis is similar 
in scope to the categorization of the remaining STSAs 
throughout the state within Volume II of the Utah Com- 
bined Hydrocarbon Leasing EIS. 

PW Spring STSA 

The principal tar sand zones occur in the upper part 
of the Douglas Creek member of the Green River for- 
mation. Impregnations are found in 13 zones but are 
concentrated in 5 principal zones. Generally, only one 
zone contains substantial deposits at any single ha- 
tion. These zones are lensing and discontinuous from 
area to area. The cumulative net thickness of all zones 
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CHAP. 3 - AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

varies from 10 to 80 feet with an average of about 35 
feet (Hubbard 1983). The average thickness of the 
most favorable zone is generally less than 20 feet. 

According to recent statistics from the Utah Geofogi- 
cal and Mineral Survey (UGMS), the PR Spring deposit 
contains an estimated 4 to 4.5 billion barrels (bbl) of oil 
in place, 2.5 bbl measured, 1.2 bbl indicated, and the 
balance inferred or conjectured. The bulk of the re- 
serves are in the probable and possible category, 
rather than the proven category (Ritzma 1979; 
Campbell and Ritzma 1979). Many more core holes 
and surface sections would be needed in order to verify 
the reserve estimates. 

It is not well understood where surface mining versus 
in situ development could occur in this area. Based on 
pay zones in the 10 to 20 foot range and a l/l stripping 
ratio (thickness of overburden/thickness of pay zone) 
relatively few areas would meet these requirements. 
These areas are located near pay zone outcrops 
primarily in the south-central portion of the STSA. Over- 
burden generally ranges from 50 to 300 feet (Byrd 
1970; Dahm 1980). This range is considered suitable 
for in situ thermal combustion development, but not for 
in situ steam processes due to insufficient overburden 
pressures (Kuuskraa 1978). 

Will Creek SEA 

The bitumen impregnations occur in the Douglas 
Creek and Parachute Creek members of the Green 
River formation. Limited data indicate that the deposit 
has a gross thickness of 5 to 35 feet and that, at any 
one place, the bitumen occurs in one to three zones. 
The overburden ranges from none at outcrops in the 
south to more than 500 feet just 1,300 feet from the 
outcrop, and even thicker to the north. The concentra- 
tion of bitumen generally is less than it is at the PR 
Spring STSA to the east (Hubbard 1983). 

Raven Ridge/Rim Rock SEA 

Bitumen impregnations occur in sandstones of the 
Green River formation of Tertiary age. Rocks dip south- 
westerly at 10 to 33 degrees (Hubbard 1983). 

Bitumen impregnations occur in discontinuous layers. 
At different locations, significant impregnations occur 
within one to four layers in the STSA. The gross thick- 
ness of bitumen ranges from 5 to 95 feet, but no data 
are available to describe the net thicknesses or other 
characteristics of the bitumen-impregnated layers (Hub- 
bard 1983). 

A narrow band of bitumen-impregnated rock occur- 
ring along Raven Ridge could be extracted by surface- 
mining methods. Bitumen in the remainder of the de- 
posit is too deeply buried to be extracted by surface 
methods. 

Current data do not adequately describe the bitumen 
concentrations in pore spaces in the rock or the 
number and thickness of bitumen-impregnated layers. 
The deposit has only modest probability of commercial 
extraction within the foreseeable future (Hubbard 1983). 

Gilsonite 

Gilsonite occurs as long, narrow, vein deposits be- 
tween the walls of northwest-trending, nearly vertical 
joints. Veins in the BCRA are about 0.5 to 7 miles long 
and vary in width from a few inches to about 18 feet 
(Figure 3-8). 

Gilsonite veins occur in the Wasatch, Green River, 
and Uinta formations. The widest and longest veins 
occur mainly in the Uinta formation. These veins are 
widest in the massive sandstone beds in the basal part 
of the Uinta formation and begin to narrow in the shale 
and sandstone in the middle part of the Uinta formation 
(Cashion 1968; Pruitt 1960). 

Currently, there are 12 Federal gilsonite leases. A 
total of three mining operations exist on these leases. 
Less than five percent of the total gilsonite production 
within the BCRA occurs from the Federal leases 
(Vance 1983). At this time, there is little interest in de- 
veloping new Federal leases. 

Sand and Gravel 

Most deposits are located in terraces along the 
Green and White Rivers and in terraces south of Blue 
Mountain, (Figure 2-18 Rowley and Hansen 1979; Row- 
ley, et al. 1979; Cashion 1974; Cashion 1978; Carrara 
1980; USDH 1971). 

Sand and gravel materials totaling an estimated 
900,000 cubic yards have recently been used for a vari- 
ety of construction projects such as: the new Bonanza 
highway (Utah 45), the new highway segment from 
Bonanza to the White River Shale Project, the new rail- 
way to the Deseret Power Plant, upgrading U.S. 40, 
two bridges, and other related construction activities. 
The majority of this material was derived from a gravel 
pit located on the Green River; the remainder was 
taken from a pit in Miners Draw. No construction ac- 
tivities requiring significant quantities of sand and gravel 
materials are currently ongoing. 

Building Stone 

Suitable stone is generally found in sandstone beds 
of the Parachute Creek member of the Green River for- 
mation. The stone does not have to be quarried; it 
covers the ground surface in almost uniform size and 
shape. It is used for decorative home projects such as 
fireplaces and patios. Three collection areas totalling 
21,500 acres (Nutters Hole, Johnson Draw and Buck 
Canyon) are found in the BCRA (Figure 2-4). 
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CHAP. 3 - AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Approximately 100 to 200 tons of building stone are 
sold annually within the BCRA. The purchase of stone 
is limited to 15 tons per person/company limiting the 
extent of commercial interest. 

Locatable Minerals 

The general mining law of 1872 authorized placer 
and lode mining claims to be located by a procedure 
that is largely unchanged to this day (17 Stat. 91). In 
1930, it became apparent that mining claims located in 
lands considered valuable for oil shale posed a poten- 
tial encumbrance against future oil shale development. 
Subsequently, lands considered valuable for oil shale 
were withdrawn from appropriation under the general 
mining laws. Approximately 75 percent of the BCRA re- 
mains under an oil shale withdrawal and is not open to 
entry. 

Oil shale and tar sand were originally included in the 
claim-patent system and remained available to location 
until the passage of the Minerals Leasing Act of Feb- 
ruary 25, 1920, (41 Stat. 437). This law provided that 
deposits of coal, phosphate, oil, oil shale, tar sand, gas, 
and sodium could be acquired only through a leasing 
system and were no longer applicable to the Mining 
Law of 1872. This law recognized “prior existing” rights 
under the general mining law of 1872 for claims located 
prior to 1920. Unpatented oil shale and tar sand claims 
of record exist within the BCRA (Figure 3-5). 

Within the BCRA, there has been no past production 
of any economic significance for those minerals pre- 
sently considered locatable (uranium, placer gold, and 
copper for example). The BCRA is considered to have 
little or no potential for future economical mineral de- 
velopments. 

Passage of the surface management regulations of 
January 1, 1981, provides for reclamation of un- 
patented mining claims (including the pre-1920 oil shale 
claims) where surface disturbance is considered greater 
than casual use (43 CFR 3809). All required reclama- 
tion plans are subject to review and if they are deemed 
inadequate are subject to possible rejection. 

Several hundred miles of rights-of-way currently exist 
in the BCRA. These rights-of-way are used for a variety 
of projects including, but not limited to, oil and gas 
pipelines, communication lines, powerlines, water 
pipelines, and roads. 

Two major north-south corridors are the Seep Ridge 
Road on the western part of the BCRA and the Mapco 
pipeline route near the Utah-Colorado border. Both of 
these corridors currently accommodate oil and gas 
pipelines and roads and have the capacity for additional 
rights-of-way. Another north-south corridor accommo- 

dates the Vernal-Bonanza road and a water pipeline. 
The only major east-west corridor occurs along U.S. 
Highway 40. These existing corridors would not 
adequately serve tar sand and oil shale development 
areas. 

The width of existing and planning corridors varies 
greatly, but averages approximately 0.6 mile. 

For purposes of forage planning and analysis, the 
BCRA has been divided into four sub areas termed 
localities. These groupings are based upon resource 
problems that are common to several allotments and 
which could be resolved by similar management ac- 
tions. These localities have been called Blue Mountain, 
Bonanza-Rainbow, Book Cliffs, and Hill Creek. 

Blue Mountain LocaliPy. 

This locality contains Blue Mountain and is located 
east of the Green River and north of Highway 40. Ele- 
vation ranges from 4,800 feet to 8,300 feet. The bulk 
of the area consists of a high sage-grass plateau. The 
adjacent slopes breaking into the Green River are 
primarily occupied by pinyon and juniper with I some 
mountain browse on the upper north-facing slopes. This 
locality is 38,000 acres in size. Soils and vegetation 
have been classified into ecological sites and rated by 
condition as summarized in Appendix 10 (Ecological 
Sites and Condition by Locality). Approximately 600 
acres are rated in poor ecological condition, 8,000 
acres in fair condition, 27,400 acres in good condition, 
and 2,100 acres in excellent condition. Maps and de- 
tailed ecological condition data are found in the Vernal 
District Office inventory files. 

The locality contains 6 allotments. The season of use 
is predominantly summer; class of livestock is primarily 
cattle with some sheep and horse use Appendix 11 (Al- 
lotment Statistics) and Map 1. 

Average livestock use is 5,835 AUMs. This is more 
than active preference because 157 AUMs have been 
allowed on a nonrenewable basis in the Blue Mountain 
allotment, due to sagebrush treatments and an Allot- 
ment Management Plan. 

Average livestock use in this locality is currently near 
the active grazing preference. Average wildlife use is 
currently 1,768 AUMs, 768 AUMs above the allocated 
1,000 AUM level. Thus, an apparent conflict in utiliza- 
tion of available forage by livestock and wildlife exists. 
The degree of noncompetitive use of available forage 
by livestock and wildlife was not fully considered during 
the inventory process of the 1960’s (Oldroyd 1984). Ad- 
ditional monitoring studies may be needed to clarify the 
situation. 

The grazing pattern for most allotments is season 
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long. An AMP has been developed and implemented 
on one allotment. In addition, a grazing system has 
been implemented on one allotment on a voluntary 
basis by the permittee. 

Range studies show heavy utilization (61 to 80 per- 
cent) on three allotments (Blue Mountain, Stuntz Valley, 
and Point of Pines) and trend studies appear to show 
a slight downward trend. Sagebrush is increasing at the 
expense of grass and forb species on these three allot- 
ments (BLM 1983). Data from range studies are either 
not available or incomplete on the remaining three allot- 
ments. 

From 1962 to 1966, approximately 11,000 acres of 
sagebrush were sprayed on the Point of Pines, Stuntz 
Valley, Dot’s Valley, and Blue Mountain allotments. 
Present carrying capacity ratings for livestock and 
wildlife reflect the benefits derived from these land 
treatments. However, the benefits gained have greatly 
decreased as a result of reinvasion of sagebrush. Re- 
treatment is needed to maintain the current grazing 
numbers of livestock and wildlife. In recent years, there 
has been some restraint imposed on sagebrush control 
in order to protect sage grouse habitat. 

Bonanza-Rainbow Locality. 

This locality is the largest of the four localities. The 
most prominent landmarks are the White River which 
flows through the center of the area and the Green 
River which makes up a portion of the western bound- 
ary. Elevation ranges from 4,800 feet to 6,800 feet. The 
area is composed mainly of desert shrub with pinyon 
and juniper in the higher elevations. This locality is ap- 
proximately 633,200 acres in size. Soils and vegetation 
have been classified into ecological sites and rated for 
condition as summarized in Appendix 10 (Ecological 
Sites and Condition by Locality). Approximately 9,000 
acres are rated in poor ecological condition, 257,500 
acres in fair condition, 343,800 acres in good condition, 
and 22,800 acres in excellent condition. Maps and de- 
tailed ecological site and condition data are found in the 
Vernal District Office inventory files. 

This locality contains 30 allotments (Map 1). Average 
livestock use is 37,352 AUMs. Active preference is 
61,323 AUMs. This amounts to 39 percent nonuse. The 
season of use for livestock is dominantly winter and 
early spring; the class of livestock is mostly sheep with 
cattle use along the rivers and at the higher elevation 
Appendix 11 (Allotment Statistics). The grazing pattern 
for most allotments is season long. There are six AMPS 
completed. One AMP is winter use only and the other 
AMPS use a deferred rotation system to rotate spring 
use. 

This locality is normally grazed with snow on the 
ground; hence, water for livestock is normally not a 
problem. However, increased waters would provide im- 
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proved livestock distribution during the spring and fall 
and help prevent over utilization of areas around cur- 
rent water sources. 

There are two antelope herd units within the locality, 
herd unit 7 and the East Bench herd. At the time the 
area was adjudicated, 312 AUMs were allocated for an- 
telope (without regard for non-competitive use) in herd 
unit 7; and because of the small amount of antelope 
use, no AUMs were allocated on East Bench. Current 
antelope demand in herd unit 7 amounts to 592 AUMs 
annually. The antelope herd on East Bench presently 
requires 170 AUMs and the herd is expected to in- 
crease. This apparent deficit in antelope demand is cur- 
rently absorbed by the high level of nonuse taken by 
livestock. 

Although habitat for deer is generally marginal, por- 
tions of deer herd units 26 and 28A lie within this local- 
ity. No major forage problems exist. However, certain 
key habitat areas, such as along the Green and White 
Rivers and in the higher pinyon and juniper areas, pre- 
sent the possibility of localized forage competition be- 
tween livestock and wildlife. 

The wild horse herd within this locality was not ad- 
judicated for in the 1960’s. Currently, this herd con- 
sumes’ approximately 480 AUMs of forage annually. 
Nonuse taken by livestock has prevented over utiliza- 
tion of the range. 

Overall, range studies indicate that trend is stable to 
slightly upward and utilization is light in most areas. In 
a few areas along the Green River, trend studies ap- 
pear to show a slight downward trend (BLM 1983). 

Book Cliffs Locality. 

The Book Cliffs locality consists of the upper portion 
of the Roan Plateau between the Uintah-Ouray Indian 
Reservation and the Utah-Colorado state line. Eleva- 
tions range from 6,200 feet to 8,700 feet. The locality 
is composed of long north-sloping ridges and drainages 
of the Roan Plateau. The vegetation is pinyon-juniper, 
Douglas fir, browse, sagebrush, grass and small areas 
of aspen. This locality is approximately 304,000 acres 
in size. Soils and vegetation have been classified into 
ecological sites and rated by condition as summarized 
in Appendix 10 (Ecological Sites and Condition by Loc- 
ality). Maps and detailed ecological site and condition 
data are found in the Vernal District Office. Approxi- 
mately 400 acres are rated in poor ecological condition, 
64,200 in fair condition, 195,900 in good condition, and 
43,500 acres in excellent ecological condition. 

This locality contains 8 allotments (Map 1). Four of 
these allotments have grazing systems that either defer 
or rest pastures during the critical growing season. The 
degree of rest for these pastures vary by AMP accord- 
ing to terrain and livestock movement. Three allotments 
have season long use. One allotment is managed by 
BLM in Colorado. 
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Average livestock use is 17,351 AUMs. Active prefer- 
ence for livestock Is 23,174 AUMs. This amounts to ap- 
proximately 25 percent nonuse. The season of use for 
livestock is predominantly summer and fall. The class 
of livestoc!: is mostly cattle Appendix 11 (Allotment 
Statistics). 

This locality represents a major portion of deer herd 
unit 28A and elk herd unit 21. Inventories conducted in 
the ..I ,867 AUMs for deer 
in th n assumed .tb&@% 
would also share in the utilization of the wildlife AUMs 
even though elk use was initially very minor. Current 
deer use is 12,784 AUMs (for the entire herd unit 28A 
area) and current elk use is 3,192 AUMs (for the entire 
herd unit 21). Therefore, 22,891 AUMs allocated to 
wildlife are not currently being utilized. It should be 
noted that deer numbers were significantly higher dur- 
ing the 1960’s than at present. This accounts for the 
difference between present and adjudicated demands. 
It should also be noted that allowance for non-competi- 
tive use of available forage by livestock and wildlife was 
only partially considered during the inventory process of 
the 1960’s (Oldroyd 1984). Additional monitoring 
studies may be needed to clarify the situation. 

Lower McCook Ridge is considered crucial for winter- 
ing deer and elk. It is also an important grazing and 
trailing area during the spring and fall for livestock. 

The wild horse herd within this locality was not ad- 
judicated for in the 1960’s. Currently, the herd con- 
sumes approximately 108 AUMs of forage annually. 
Nonuse taken by livestock has prevented over utiliza- 
tion of the range. 

Range studies indicate that overall, trend is slightly 
upward and utilization is generally light with some areas 
of moderate and heavy use in canyon bottoms and 
treated areas. 

The key forage production areas in this locality for 
both livestock and wildlife are the drainage bottoms. 
Historically, livestock and wildlife use have been con- 
centrated in the drainage bottoms due to terrain and 
the availability of water. Many of these bottoms have 
been overtaken by dense, overmature stands of sageb- 
rush in the higher elevations and invasions of 
greasewood in the lower elevations. Treatment of these 
areas through vegetative manipulation would greatly in- 
crease their utility for both livestock and wildlife. 

Many of the ridges have an abundance of forage that 
is not useable because of the lack of water. Some of 
the ridges have been treated mechanically to increase 
forage. Without maintenance of these land treatments 
and development of additional water sources, much of 
this forage would not effectively be utilized and the cur- Trend in this locality is generally stable. General ob- 
rent imbalance in the pattern of use of the ridges and , 
drainage bottoms would continue. 

servations on sheep allotments show utilization to be 

Hill Creek Locality. 

This locality is bounded on the west by the Green 
River and on the north and west by Willow Creek. The 
west half of this locality is separated from the rest of 
the BCRA by the Uintah-Ouray Indian Reservation. The 
area is composed of north-sloping benches cut by 
steep-walled canyons. The elevation ranges from 4,600 
feet to 6,900 feet. The vegetation is composed mainly 
of desert shrub with pinyon-juniper at the higher eleva- 
tions. This locality is approximately 140,000 acres in 
size. Soils and vegetation have been classified into 
ecological sites and rated for condition as summarized 
in Appendix 10 (Ecological Sites and Condition by Loc- 
ality). Approximately 3,900 acres are rated in poor 
ecological condition, 34,300 acres in fair condition, 
98,100 acres in good condition, and 3,700 acres in ex- 
cellent ecological condition. Maps and detailed ecologi- 
cal site and condition data are found in the Vernal Dis- 
trict Office inventory files. 

This locality contains 12 allotments (Map 1). Average 
livestock use is 6,442 AUMs. Active preference for 
livestock is 12,631 AUMs. This amounts to 49 percent 
nonuse. The season of use is dominantly winter and 
early spring with some summer use along the Green 
River. The class of livestock is mostly sheep with some 
cattle use along Willow Creek, the Green River, and 
some higher benches (Appendix 11, Allotment Statis- 
tics). 

. 

The grazing pattern for most allotments is season 
long. There are 2 AMPS within the locality. Both AMPS 
use a deferred rotation grazing system. 

This locality is normally grazed with snow on the 
ground. Hence, water for livestock is normally not a 
problem. However, increased waters would provide im- 
proved livestock, wildlife, and wild horse distribution 
during the spring and fall and help prevent over utiliza- 
tion of areas around current water sources, 

A par-t of deer herd unit 28A falls within this locality. 
Five hundred AUMs have been allocated for wildlife 
and deer forage is, considered adequate. However, in 
recent years, increasing numbers of elk coming off the 
Uintah-Ouray Indian Reservation have been wintering 
in this area. No forage has been allocated for this use 
and no studies have been completed to determine the 
AUMs removed. 

The wild horse herd within this locality is the largest 
within the District. Forage was not adjudicated for this 
herd in the 1960’s. Currently, the 157 horse herd con- 
sumes 1,884 AUMs annually. Nonuse taken by lives- 
tock users has minimized the impact of wild horse utili- 
zation. 
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light with moderate use in key areas. Use on cattle al- 
lotments is moderate in the bottoms and light on the 
benches (observations by BCRA personnel). 

Endangered, Threatened, or Sensitive 
Plants 
Within the BCRA, the following plants have been 

listed as endangered, threatened or sensitive and under 
review for listing (Federal Register, December 15, 
1980, and Federal Register, November 28, 1983, Sup- 
plement to Review of Plant Taxa for Listing). 

Endangered 

None 

Threatened 

Sclerocactus glaucus (Cactus, Hookless) (Uintah 
Basin) 

Sensitive 

Arabis sp. nov. (Rock Cress) (Gray Knolls, Uintah 
County) 

Asfragalus hamiltonii (Milk-vetch, Hamilton) 

Astragalus lutosus (Milk-vetch, Dragon) 

Astragalus equisolensis (Milk-vetch) (Horseshoe 
Bend, Uintah County) 

Cryptantha barnebyi (Catseye, Barneby) 

Festuca dasyclada (Fescue, Sedge) 

Glaucocarpum suffrutescens 

Lepidium barnebyanum (Pepper Cress, Barneby) 

Oenothera accutissima (Evening-Primrose) (Moffat, 
Daggett, & Uintah Counties) 

Penstembn grahamii (Beardtongue, Graham) 

Penstemon goodrichii 

Penstemon albifluvis (Beardtongue) (White River, 
Uintah County) 

Thelypodiopsis argillacea (Thelypody, Clay) 

The BCRA has been inventoried for endangered, 
threatened, and sensitive plant species. Known plant lo- 
cations and potential habitat have been identified (Fig- 
ure 3-9). However, specific locations are purposely not 
shown to protect the populations from collectors. These 
areas total over 300,000 acres and occur throughout 
the BCRA. Refer to Figures 3-l through 3-8 to deter- 
mine where this potential habitat coincides with poten- 
tial oil and gas, oil shale, gilsonite, and tar sand de- 
velopment areas. 

Since most of the sensitive species are associated 
with unique soils or other environmental factors that 
limit their distribution, the areas shown in Figure 3-9 
merely indicate where these species could occur. 

Crucial wildlife habitat delineation was based on Utah 
Division of Wildlife Res 

Assignment of current condition ratings were made 
for the crucial seasonal wildlife and wild horse habitats 
found within the BCRA. Habitat areas were assigned 
ratings of excellent, good, fair, or poor based on the 
ecological site, condition, and soils inventory (BLM 
1982) and observations and existing wildlife data. 
Habitats rated in either fair or poor ecological condition 
were considered “unsatisfactory” for supporting man- 
ageable wildlife and wild horse populations. Habitats 
rated either excellent or good were considered “satis- 
factory”. It should be noted that habitats rated unsatis- 
factory are capable of improvement into the satisfactory 
category as a result of the application of a variety of 
management practices (rotation of grazing, vegetation 
manipulation, reseeding, etc.). The various factors 
(overgrazing, maturation of vegetation, etc.) potentially 
responsible for portions of wildlife habitats being rated 
in fair or poor condition, cannot be determined with in- 
formation currently available ((BLM 1982) Table 3-2, 
(Amount and Condition of Crucial Wildlife Habitat)). 

It was assumed that all wildlife and wild horse habitat 
and forage discussed in this document occurred on 
Federal lands only. It is known that wildlife and wild 
horses also utilize adjoining State and private lands for 
forage and habitat and freely travel between Federal 
and non-Federal lands. The BCRA consists of approxi- 
mately 76 percent Federal and 24 percent non-Federal 
lands. 

It has been assumed, therefore, that a comparable 
percentage oft AUMs (in terms of forage) are available 
fb, and utilized by, wildlife and wild horses from non- 
Federal lands. 

In addition, it is known that mule deer on Blue Moun- 
tain (deer herd unit 26) regularly move back and forth 
between BLM-administered lands and lands adminis- 
tered by the National Park Service (NPS) as part of Di- 
nosaur National Monument (Franzen 1968). It has been 
estimated that a total of 1,325 AUMs are utilized annu- 
ally by this deer herd from NPS lands (Kennedy 1983). 
They have also been included in subsequent forage 
discussions (see Chapter 4). 
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Table 3-2 

Amount and Condition of Crucial Wildlife Habitat . 

TYPE OF HABITAT 
BY SPECIES BY AREA* 

Antelope-BONANZA 
yearlong 

Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 

CURRENT COlJDITION 
PtRCtNT 
OF TOTAL 

ACRES** AVAILABLE 

36,200 45 
44,700 55 

Antelope-EAST BENCH 
yearlong 

Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 

63.900 
3YTZDD 

Mule Deer-BLUE MOUNTAIN 
yearlong 

Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 

5 
95 

summer 
Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 

15.700 80 
TJim 20 

winter 
Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 

Mule Deer-BOOK CLIFFS 
yearlong 

Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 

20.400 63 
'm ?T = 

2_8.000 54 
24.100 G- = 

summer 
Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 

84.400 83 
tr 7-T - 

54.100 

winter 
Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 

113.100 76 
35.600 z -- - 

Elk-BOOK CLIFFS 
summer 

Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 

0.000 82 
l7x-5mJ 18 
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Table 3-2 (Continued) 

Amount and Condition of Crucial Wildlife Habitat 

TYPE OF HABITAT 
BY SPECIES BY AREA* 

calving 

CURRENT COi4DITIObl 
PERCENT 
OF TOTAL 

ACRES** AVAILABLE 

54,100 

winter 
Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 

Sage Grouse 
StruttinelNestina 

Wild Horses-BONANZA 

]42.900 
-.iiEmz 

12,000 

yearlong 
Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 

32,500 
14,800 

Wild Horses-HILL CREEK 
yearlong 

Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 

31,100 
4,300 

Wildhorses-WINTER RIDGE 
yearlong 

Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 

13,500 
1,700 

88 
12 

89 
11 

*Refer to Figures 3-10, 3-11, 3-12, 3-13. 

**Public Land 
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Big Game 

The development of water projects for wildlife, by al- 
ternative is referenced in Table 2-1 (Objectives and Ac- 
tions of the Alternatives). Many areas of suitable wildlife 
habitat provide adequate forage and cover, yet are not 
utilized to their fullest extent as a result of the lack of 
a nearby, reliable water source. 

Pronghorn Antelope 

The locations of antelope herds 7 and East Bench 
are shown in Figure 3-10. Approximately 80,900 acres 
of crucial antelope habitat exist for the Bonanza herd, 
and 707,500 acres of crucial antelope habitat exist for 
the East Bench herd (Figure 3-10). Roughly 55 percent 
and 37 percent of the Bonanza and East Bench habitat, 
respectively, are rated in an unsatisfactory ecological 
condition. The UDWR population goals for pronghorn 
are 1 ,114 head, with approximately 700 at Bonanza 
and 414 at the East Bench location (Smith 1983). 

Mule Beer 

The locations of mule deer herds 26 and 28A within 
the BCRA, are shown in Figure 3-11. The BCRA con- 
tains approximately 50,200 acres and 303,200 acres, 
respectively, of seasonally crucial mule deer habitat in 
the Blue Mountain (herd 26) and Book Cliffs (herd 28A) 
areas (Figure 3-11). Mule deer are the most abundant 
big game species within the BCRA. 

The majority of livestock grazing levels are compati- 
ble with current wildlife populations and objectives. The 
exception is mule deer herd unit 26 (Blue Mountain) 
where livestock levels are potentially in conflict with cur- 
rent mule deer numbers. Refer to the forage section for 
additional discussion. 

Yearlong crucial mule deer habitat in the BCRA 
primarily consists of riparian habitat and totals approxi- 
mately 53,300 acres, or 15 percent, of the total crucial 
habitat. Roughly 25,200 acres, or 47 percent, of the 
yearlong habitat is rated in an unsatisfactory ecological 
condtion (Table 3-2). 

Crucial summer mule deer habitat located within the 
BCRA totals approximately 727,909 acres, or 34 per- 
cent, of the total crucial habitat available. Approximately 
27,800 acres, or 78 percent, of the total summer 
habit& is rated in an unsatisfactory ecological condition 
(Table 3-2). 

. 

Crucial mule deer fawning habitat, identified for the 
Book Cliffs herd area (28A), consists of approximately 
54,700 acres, or 53 percent, of the crucial summer 
range (78 percent of the total herd unit crucial habitat). 

Considering the total crucial mule deer habitat avail- 
able in the BCRA, 778,200 acres, or 59 percent, is cru- 
cial winter habitat. Perhaps the most significant deer 
winter habitat is the lower McCook Ridge area, where 
a large percentage of herd unit 28A spends the winter. 
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Of the winter habitat, 44,700 acres, or 25 percent, is 
rated in an unsatisfactory ecological condition (Table 3- 
2). 

The Monument Ridge migration corridor consists of 
approximately 29,100 acres, or 8 percent, of the crucial 
mule deer habitat found within herd unit 28A (Book 
Cliffs). This habitat zone is utilized for approximately 2 
to 3 weeks in the spring and 2 to 3 weeks in the fall 
as deer migrate from one seasonal use area (winter/ 
summer) to the other. 

The UDWR population goals for mule deer are 
20,300 head, with 2,300 for Blue Mountain (herd unit 
26) and 18,000 for Book Cliffs (herd unit 28A) (Smith 
1983). 

Rocky Mountain Elk d 

The location of elk herd unit 21 within the BCRA is 
shown in Figure 3-12. Approximately 307,900 acres of 
seasonally crucial elk habitat occur in the BCRA, en- 
tirely located within the Book Cliffs (herd 21) Manage- 
ment Unit (Table 3-2) (Figure 3-12). Roughly 36 per- 
cent, or 709,500 acres, is crucial summer habitat. Of 
that amount, 54,700 acres, or 49 percent of the 
available crucial summer habitat, has been iden- 
tified as crucial calving habitat. Approximately 18 
percent of the summer habitat is rated in an unsatisfac- 
tory ecological condition, as a result of overgrazing by 
livestock and wildlife, and as a result of the habitat be- 
coming over-mature (Table 3-2). 

Crucial winter elk habitat consists of approximately 
792,300 acres, or 64 percent, with 49,400 acres, or 26 
percent, rated as unsatisfactory ecological condition 
(Table 3-2). The UDWR population goals for elk on 
BLtW-administered lands are 2,300 head, all located 
within the Book Cliffs (herd unit 21) area (Smith 1983). 

Sage grouse, blue grouse, chukar, and ruffed grouse 
are known to occur within the BCRA. The locations of 
known sage grouse leks are shown in Figure 3-13. Ap- 
proximately 12,000 acres of crucial sage grouse habitat 
have been delineated for the BCRA (Table 3-2). Habitat 
for blue and ruffed grouse, and chukar is scattered 
throughout various portions of the BCRA and is not as 
easily definable as habitat for sage grouse. Wild turkey 
populations previously existed in the BCRA. Tur- 
keys were observed on McCook, Monument, and 
Boulevard Ridges in the late 7960s (Durfee 7977). 

Waterfowl occur throughout the BCRA with concen- 
trations of goose and duck nesting and winter utilization 
along the Green and White Rivers. Livestock grazing 
limits nesting cover for waterfowl. 
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Figure 3 - 11 
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Figure 3 - 13 
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Wild Horses 

At present, there are three distinct herds of wild 
horses on the BCRA. They are shown on Figure 3-13. 

Bonanza-Wed Wash Herd 

This herd runs in about five bands northwest of 
Bonanza and south of Chevron’s Red Wash 
Camp. There are approximately 40 head of horses 
in this herd, which is a remnant of a much larger 
herd that ran in this area in the early 1900’s. 

This herd is composed mostly of feral horses 
that have been turned out or strayed from local 
ranchers. 

Crucial yearlong wild horse habitat in the 
Bonanza herd area (Figure 3-13) consists of 
47,300 acres. Approximately 31 percent, or 
14,800 acres, is in an unsatisfactory condition. 

The Vernal District population objective for this 
herd is 50 head (Gardner 1983). 

Hill Creek Herd 

The t-fill Creek herd’s history is not really known, 
but the herd does show the coloration and 
conformation of the Spanish Mustang type and 
may be the last remnant of that breed. 

For many years this herd had been the target 
of local wild horse chasers; and prior to 1971, 
there were permanent camps in the area that 
were used as base camps from which to chase 
the horses. 

Approximately 35,400 acres of crucial yearlong 
habitat occurs for the Hill Creek herd, with 4,300 
acres, or 12 percent, of that amount in an 
unsatisfactory condition (Figure 3-13). The herd 
currently consists of 158 horses. The Vernal 
District population objective for this herd is 195 
head (Gardner 1983). 

Winter Ridge Herd 

This herd probably originated from horses which 
escaped from Native Americans or ranchers 
during the early history of the Uintah Basin. It is 
known that this herd was maintained and kept 
“bred up” by local ranchers living on Willow Creek 
who turned blooded stallions loose for that 
purpose. 

No official herd record was ever kept prior to 
1977. The first record, made in 1977, indicated 
that there were about 40 head. The winters of 
1977-78 and 1978-79 were very severe, and deep 
snows and several weeks of below zero 
temperatures resulted in a herd loss of about 70 
percent. The 1980 count revealed only eight 
horses in the Winter Ridge area. In 1982, the herd 
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consisted of six adults and two colts (Gardner 
1983). 

Roughly 15,200 acres of crucial yearlong habitat 
exists for the Winter Ridge herd (Figure 3-13). 
Approximately 11 percent, or 1,700 acres is rated 
unsatisfactory. The Vernal District population 
objective for this herd is zero (Gardner 1983). 

Endangered or ‘Threatened Species 
The bald eagle, federally classified as endangered 

under the Endangered Species Act +of 1973, occurs in 
the BCRA. Bald eagles are fairly common along the 
Green and White Rivers during winter months and into 
early spring. Eagles are occasionally observed in white- 
tailed prairie dog towns several miles from the rivers. 
National Wildlife Federation midwinter bald eagle sur- 
veys indicate that an average of 45 eagles occur within 
the Vernal District annually (BLM 1983d). 

The whooping crane has occasionally been observed 
in close proximity to the BCRA. 

Potential blackfooted ferret habitat exists within the 
BCRA, but no confirmed sightings have been made to 
date. 

The Colorado squawfish, an endangered species, 
has been found in the White River. The humpback 
chub (endangered) and the razorback sucker (a candi- 
date species for listing) may occur in the White River. 
There is a reported capturing of an adult squawfish 
more than 130 miles above the mouth of the White 
River, but no evidence of reproduction has been found 
(Miller, et al. 1982a). No razorback suckers or 
humpback chubs have been located. The White River 
Dam would present a barrier to movement between the 
White and Green Rivers at river mile 50 of the White 
River. All three species are found in the Green River, 
although reproductive success of the razorback sucker 
is unknown (Miller, et al. 1982b). 

WOODLAND% 
Total forested land within the BCRA is 410,600 

acres. Of this amount, 80,100 acres are forested with 
timberland species: Douglas fir, ponderosa pine, aspen 
and cottonwood. The timbered areas are considered 
non-suitable for commercial harvest because of ex- 
treme topography and fragile soils. The woodland type 
consists of 306,400 acres, of which only 47,200 acres 
are classified as productive woodlands and desirable 
for fuelwood harvest (Figure 3-14). Principle species in- 
clude pinyon, Utah juniper, and Rocky Mountain 
juniper. Approximately 24,100 acres of ,forested lands 
are unavailable for woodland management because of 
other resource uses. 

Productive woodland sites were identified in a 1981 
inventory (BLM 1982). These sites have the greatest 

117 



Figure 3 - 14 

Moderately Productive Site 

Highly Productive Site 

I 

T 55. 

T 65 

T 75 

T 95. 

T 105 

T 115 

T 125 

T 135 

T 145 

T 155 

T 165 

T 175 

R. 2 t E. R 22E R 23E R 20E R 25E 



CHAP. 3 - AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

potential for management because they have higher 
growth rates and volumes per acre, slopes of less than 
25 percent, have not been chained or recently burned, 
and are accessible by road, paths or cross country tra- 
vel. The productive sites were classified as either high 
or medium. Stand characteristics for high and medium 
sites are as follows: 

Average volume per acre, green 
Average volume per acre, dead 
.Estimated maturation period 

Stand cmqmsition: 

10.5 cords 
1.6 cords 

125 years 

Pinyon 40 percent or more 
Utah juniper Up to 60 percent 
Rocky Mountain juniper 1 percent 
Douglas fir 1 to 10 percent 
Crown cover 20 to 65 percent 

High productive woodland sites total 34,100 acres. 

Average volume per acre, green 
Average volume per acre, dead 
Estimated maturation period 

Stand composition: 

7.5 cords 
1.0 cords 
150 years 

Pinyon 15 percent or more 
Utah juniper Up to 85 percent 
Rocky Mountain juniper None 
Douglas fir None 
Crown cover 10 to 45 percent 

Medium productive woodland sites total 13,100 
acres. 

Nonproductive sites are composed of stands that 
grow on slopes with grades over 25 percent, are non- 
accessible, or contain volumes of less than five cords 
per acre. Most nonproductive sites are found at the 
lower elevations and contain trees too small to be con- 
sidered acceptable for firewood harvest. Total acreage 
is 259,200. 

Cottonwood, Populis fremontii, grows on some 3,000 
acres along the Green River and White River bottoms. 
Growth is rapid as trees reach a diameter breast height 
of 24 inches within 65 years. Volume per acre is esti- 
mated to be 15 cords for stands reaching maturity. Ap- 
proximately 300 acres, along the Green River, are ac- 
cessible for management. Trees along the White River 
are inaccessible. 

Douglas fir grows in even-aged stands on the north 
and east side slopes and covers some 71,600 acres in 
the Sook Cliffs Mountains. Volume per acre averages 
20 cords and rotation age is about 150 years. Most 
stands are inaccessible and grow on slopes with 
grades over 25 percent. Although these stands are not 
regarded as commercial, up to 4,000 acres could be 
utilized as fuelwood without creating significant conflicts 
to watershed or wildlife. 

The number of sale and free use permits have in- 
creased in the past decade. In 1972, approximately 250 
cords of wood were sold or given away. Total harvest 
in 1982 amounted to 2,200 cords in the BCRA. 

Demand for firewood has increased as home heating 
costs have increased. In the Uintah Basin, about 65 
percent of the homes use wood as a heating source. 

A segment of the wood burning public prefers pinyon - 
and juniper fuel wood. In the Roosevelt and Vernal 
areas, the only dependable public source of this type of 
wood is from BLM administered lands. 

The entire BCRA is the Book Cliffs Extensive Recre- 
ation Management Area. Limited facilities have been 
developed at two locations: Musket Shot Spring, a 
road-side pullover along U.S. Highway 40, and PR 
Spring, a semi-primitive campsite. The Musket Shot 
Spring site was constructed as a part of the 1976 
Bicentennial Celebration and commemorates a seg- 
ment of the Escalante Trail traveled by the Spanish 
Missionaries Dominquez and Escalante, in September 
1776, Some vandalism of the interpretive signing and 
dumping of trash are management problems at the site. 

PR Spring is the only recreation site in the resource 
area that has a developed water supply. It is fenced 
and contains the remains of a Civilian Conservation 
Corps Camp., 

Dispersed recreation opportunities abound in the 
BCRA. The most popular forms include hunting, off- 
road vehicle (ORV) travel, sightseeing, and river float- 
ing. 

The land plays a supplemental role in the regional 
recreation setting in that it offers the unique resource of 
open space where individuals can participate in dis- 
persed activities in an unrestricted setting. 

Data collected from October 1, 1981 to September 
30, 1982 estimate participation for all recreational ac- 
tivities within the BCRA to be 14,000 visitor days (BLM 
1983e). Major outdoor recreation areas adjacent to the 
BCRA within the Uinta Basin include Dinosaur National 
Monument and Ashley National Forest. 
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Land-Oriented Activities 
The Bonanza area has some of the better oppor- 

tunities for unrestricted cross country travel because of 
the open nature of the terrain. At higher elevations in 
the Book Cliffs mountains, where vegetation consists of 
trees or shrubs, travel is often confined to existing trails 
and ways. Over the past 10 years, the popularity of 
ORV activity appears to be increasing. The dominant 
ORV use is for big and small game hunting, firewood 
and post cutting, sightseeing and work-related needs, 
Some spontaneous use occurs south of Jensen on the 
east side of the Green River that causes damage to 
vegetation and soil. Because of the distance of the 
BCRA from population centers, and the availability of 
alternate sites, little demand presently exists for inten- 
sive-use areas. Resource values that conflict with 
ORV’s include: The Boulevard Ridge Watershed Study 
Area, certain critical and severe erosion areas, an- 
telope, cr&a! w~ldl#e a~.ss~ wild horse ranges, ~ec- 
ne&~o~ &es, sce& cofrj&r~~, and the White River 
Canyon. 

South of Township 11 South, on the Uintah and 
Ouray Indian Reservation, the Ute Indian Tribe has es- 
tablished a Wildlife and Cultural Resource Protection 
Area and does not permit travel off the established 
roads (Core 1984). Currently, BLM has not imposed 
travel restrictions on public lands adjacent to Tribal bor- 
ders and Tribal members are concerned that inadver- 
tent trespass may occur. 

Hunting takes place in the fall and winter and mule 
deer are the most popular game animal. In the Book 
Cliffs, approximately 6,800 visitor days, or 48 percent of 
the total recreational use, is attributable to big game 
hunting (UDWR 1983). 

Fifteen popular camping areas, established by im- 
promptu use of hunters, were set aside in previous 
years (BLM 1973b; BLM 1974b; BLM 1974d; BLM 
1975). A list of features, present status and future po- 
tential is identified in Appendix 6 (Campsites Identified 
in Previous Years for Possible Development). The 
campsites are located in Figure 3-15. Except for PR 
Spring, no physical improvements have been made to 
these sites. Hunters have shown little interest for im- 
proved facilities such as sanitation, fire pits, or water 
systems. 

A scenic’corridor was established along U.S. High- 
way 40 from Jensen to the Utah/Colorado border (BLM 
1974b). Outstanding panoramas exist along two other 
highway segments. The first is adjacent to the new 
Bonanza highway (Utah 45) from Red Wash to the 
Green River, a distance of 6 miles. The second corridor 
is along the Book Cliffs Divide road, which extends 
from PR Spring to Fatty Canyon (Utah/Colorado bor- 
der), a distance of 20 miles. 

Two geologic features, Fantasy Canyon and Duck 
Rock, contain unique erosional figures, have future in- 
terpretive potential but lack protection (Figure 3-15). 

Like the camp sites, 6 overlooks were set aside and 
protected for future development (BLM 1974a, 1974b, 
and 1975). Three of these sites continue to receive use 
by recreationists and have retained their aesthetic and 
scenic values. These sites are Point of Pines, Musket 
Shot Spring, and Grand Valley overlooks. The other 3 
sites are located in remote areas and receive little or 
no use. The locations of the scenic travel corridors and 
overlooks are shown in Figure 3-16. A summary of the 
important characteristics of each overlook appears in 
Appendix 7 (Scenic Overlooks and Geologic Features). 

The Book Cliffs Mountain Browse Natural Area is lo- 
cated on Upper McCook Ridge (Figure 3-16). It con- 
tains 400 acres and was set aside to protect a repre- 
sentative sample of the Book Cliffs mountain browse 
vegetation type. Dominant species include birchleaf 
mahogany, serviceberry, Gambel oak and big sageb- 
rush. Present management protects the area from lives- 
tock grazing and surface-disturbing activities. Recre- 
ation use of the Natural Area is very low and consists 
of limited big game hunting in the fall (BLM 1975). The 
area has scientific value for the preservation of a veg- 
etative type in its natural condition. 

Water-Oriented Activities 

White River 

The White River and its desert canyon offer spec- 
tacular scenery, remoteness, and relatively safe cur- 
rents for novice and intermediate rafters and canoeists. 
Associated opportunities include sightseeing, viewing 
wildlife, and dispersed camping. Ten years ago, records 
indicate only one or two float trips per year; but, obser- 
vation by BCRA personnel in 1983 estimated 40 to 50 
float parties (BLM 1973). 

After the construction of the proposed White River 
Dam, recreation use is expected to increase mainly 
around the lake and somewhat on the river below the 
dam. Activities focused around the lake will be man- 
aged by the State of Utah. Recreation opportunities 
along the river will continue to be managed by BLM 
and will include a limited fishery, hiking and possibly 
river floating. Water flows would be adequate for 
canoeing and rafting during normal and average water 
years during May, June and part of July. However, from 
August through the remaining recreation use period and 
during drought years, flows would approach the lower 
limit necessary and may even be inadequate for satis- 
factory floating. 
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Figure 3 - 16 
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CHAP. 3 - AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Green River 

Recreation opportunities along the Green River con- 
sist of river floating, fishing for channel catfish, and lim- 
ited deer, duck, and goose hunting. Fishing has proven 
popular in lecent years and during the summer months, 
estimates indicate that there would be at least 100 re- 
creationists per week (Cranney 1983). Most floatboating 
takes place from Split Mountain Campground at Di- 
nosaur National Monument downstream to the town of 
Jensen. In 1982, permits were issued to 220 people 
(Davies 1983). 

The river segment from Ouray to Sand Wash (31 
miles) has limited popularity and use ranges from 50 to 
150 people per year (Kenna 1983). 

Hunting for ducks and geese along the river sand 
bars, and deer in the cottonwood bottoms, accounts for 
some 400 visitors per year. 

There is limited public access to the river and no visi- 
tor use facilities exist along the river. 

Visual Resource Management 
A visual resource inventory and analysis for the en- 

tire BCRA has been completed (Environmental As- 
sociates 1979; Flores Associates 1979; Saupe 1981). 
Management classes, which describe the different de- 
grees of modification allowed to the basic elements of 
the landscape, are tabulated by acreage (Table 3-3, Vi- 
sual Resource Management Classes). Management 
Class I is the most restrictive and applies to designated 
wilderness and natural areas. Class V is the least re- 
strictive and applies to natural landscapes that have 
been disturbed to the point where rehabilitation is 
needed to restore it. The location of each VRM class 
is depicted in Figure 3-17. 

Fire management techniques employed in the BCRA 
have primarily consisted of extinguishing any and all 
wildfires, wherever they occur, in order to protect prop- 
erty and other resource values. During the last 11 
years, an average of 7.6 wildfires have occurred annu- 
ally, burning an average area of 18.2 acres per fire. An 
average of 137.4 acres have burned each year (Glenn 
1983). 

Limited amounts of prescribed burning have been 
carried out in the BCRA in recent years. These vegeta- 
tion manipulation projects have concentrated on mature 
sagebrush canyon bottoms located primarily in crucial 
deer and elk summer habitats. These projects provided 
increased wildlife access through the canyon bottoms 
and, overall, increased forage quality. 

A modified suppression program has not been in- 
itiated in the BCRA. 

Water Resources 

The Green and White Rivers are the major surface 
waters of the BCRA. The average annual flow of the 
Green River is 3,120,OOO acre-feet at Jensen, Utah. 
Flow of the White River at its mouth has averaged 
457,900 acre-feet per year. 

The proposed White River Dam would store 109,250 
acre-feet, creating a reliable water source for mineral 
development. Mitigation agreements for that project 
provide a minimum release of 203,625 acre-feet during 
normal water years to support endangered fish species 
(BLM 1982e). Current depletions on the White River 
are 37,000 acre-feet per year (BLM 1982a). 

Other smaller, perennial streams in the BCRA are 
Willow, Bitter, and Evacuation creeks. Insufficient flows 
and a lack of storage make them less suitable as po- 
tential water supplies for mineral development. 

Salinity is a concern in all waters of the upper Col- 
orado River Basin, although no highly saline water 
sources have been identified in the BCRA. 

Several springs and seeps which are important for 
public use have been protected by designating them 
public water reserves. Nineteen public water reserves 
exist in the BCRA (Figure 2-6). These areas receive 
special consideration and protection in the mineral leas- 
ing category system. 

No municipal watersheds are located within the 
BCRA. 

Ground water in the BCRA is found in two types of 
aquifers - unconsolidated deposits of recent deposi- 
tion, primarily stream alluvium, and structural rock units. 
The Bird’s Nest and Douglas Creek aquifers are found 
in structural rock units above and below the oil shale 
layer (Holmes 1980). Recharge to all the aquifers in the 
southern Uinta Basin is estimated to be 120,000 acre- 
feet per year, and enters the system primarily on allu- 
vial surfaces (Price and Miller 1975). The maximum 
practical withdrawal from these aquifers is estimated to 
be about 20,000 acre-feet per year (Lindskov and Kim- 
ball 1983). 

. 

Floodplains 
Approximately 16,000 acres of floodplains are found 

along the Green and White rivers and Bitter, Evacua- 
tion, Sweetwater, and Willow creeks. Of these floodp- 
lains, 470 acres are in poor ecological condition (BLM 
1982). The location of the loo-year floodplains in the 
BCRA appear in Figure 2-6. 
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Table 3-3 

Visual Resource Management Classes 

Class Acres* 

I 400 
II 45,000 

III 74,600 IV 932,000 
V 28,000 

Percent 

1; 

ai 
3 

Total 1,080,OOO 

Source: Environmental Associates 1979; Flores Associates 1979; Saupe 1981. 

*Acreage figures were rounded to the nearest hundred. 
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CHAP. 3 - AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Soils 
A wide variety and complex combination of soils are 

found in the BCRA due to differing geologic, topog- 
raphic, climatic, and vegetative conditions. Figure 3-18 
shows the locations of the generalized soil types in the 
BCRA. Unfavorable soil properties such as surface rock 
fragments, shallow depth to bedrock and steep slopes 
present limitations for erosion control and revegetation. 
The generalized soil types and some basic information 
about them is found in Table 3-4 (Soils of the Book 
Cliffs Resource Area). The BCRA soil inventory is-com- 
plete and offers much more detailed information (SCS 
1982). 

Approximately 98,800 acres (9 percent) are in critical 
erosion condition and 12,300 acres (1 percent) in se- 
vere erosion condition. Inventory methods did not dis- 
tinguish between natural geologic erosion and that 
caused by human activities. Generally, the problem 
areas are intermittent washes in desert areas, steep ca- 
nyon sides and drainage bottoms in intermediate eleva- 
tions. The location of the severe and critical erosion 
areas are shown in Figure 2-6. 

The current erosion rate is approximately 1.45 tons 
per acre per year totalling 1,566,OOO tons annually from 
the BCRA (Seiler and Tooley 1982; USBR 1975). This 
is an average figure and may appear inconsistent with 
the fact that only 10 percent of the BCRA is in severe 
or critical erosion condition and less than 2 percent of 
the vegetation is in poor ecological condition. The 
majority of this sediment is believed to come from the 
badlands ecological site and from intermittent drainage 
courses that lead from badlands sites to the Green and 
White Rivers. Most actively eroding gullies are found in 
these areas. 

Disposals 
Certain lands within the BCRA have been iden- 

tified for potential exchange or sale (Figwre 2-7). 
Poten%M disposal lands meet one of the basic 
FLpMA reqwirements: They are isolated and difficult 
to mmages 

The potenti& dkposal lands have diverse plant 
and animal communities, mineral character, and ter- 
rain. They wowld reqwire extensive inventory and 
analysis prior to any exchamge or sale. Any other 
land exchanges or disposals wowld require a plam- 
ning amendment. 

Acquisitions 
Certain lands have been identified for potential 

acquisition (Figwres 2-14 and 2-22). If acquired, 
these lands would benefit the management of pwb- 

lit domain through facilitating access, maintaining 
or enhancing public uses or values, maintaining or 
enhamcing local social or economic valwes, or facili- 
tating implementation of other aspects of this We- 
source iWanagement Plan. 

These lands are also very diverse and would re- 
quire extensive inventory and analysis prior to an 
acquisition. 

The BCRA is contained within the Uinta Basin air 
basin, an air basin defined as “a region within which air 
movement tends to be confined by topographical bar- 
riers, meteorology, and local circulation”. Upper winds 
are generally westerly to southwesterly. Surface winds 
are strongly influenced by the complexity of the terrain. 
In the more central part of the Basin, east to southeast 
winds dominate as a result of nighttime and early morn- 
ing drainage flow down the White River. The second 
most common wind flow pattern occurs from the south- 
west to west as a result of both daytime upslope winds 
and channeling of the regional westerly flow. In the 
southern portion of the Basin, in more complex and ele- 
vated terrain, nighttime and early morning downslope 
winds generally occur toward the north and northwest 
with daytime upslope flow toward the south and south- 
east. The basin areas are subject to prolonged and in- 
tense inversions which occur in both winter and early 
mornings in the summer. The inversions are most se- 
vere in the winter due to lower mixing heights which 
may reach only from 3,000 to 4,000 feet above ground 
associated with generally lighter winds. The strong, pro- 
longed inversions hold pollution emissions, creating a 
buildup of concentrations until the inversion dissipates 
or is forced out by other meteorological conditions. Mix- 
ing heights would be expected to be higher in the more 
rugged terrain and lower in the more sheltered lower 
valley locations. 

Air quality is presently considered good to excellent 
as a reflection of- the remoteness of the area from 
major pollutant sources. The work of Aerocomp (1983) 
shows that concentrations of health related criteria pol- 
lutants (sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, carbon 
monoxide, lead) are presently well within the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Concentra- 
tions close to the ozone standard have been measured 
at White River Shale Oil’s tracts U-a and U-b, but ap- 
pear to be the result of long range transport 
phenomena rather than a nearby source. The current 
emission inventory provided by the State of Utah clearly 
demonstrates that unimproved roads are the predomin- 
ant source of particulate emissions within the area, as 
well as nearby cities and towns, and appear to be the 
most significant source of higher total suspended par- 
ticulate (TSP) levels. Naturally occurring, blowing dust 
probably causes or contributes to occasional high TSP 
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Shallow to very deep, well drained, and Surface rock 
gently sloping to moderate ly steep soils fragments. 
on Blue Mountain Plateau. 1 4-25 Depth to bedrock. 

Rock Outcrop-Travessilla-W inona 

Rock outcrop and very shallow and' 
shallow and well-drained soils on gently 
sloping to moderately steep mountain 
sideslopes and valleys. 3 

Mivida-Montdel-Nakai 

Shallow depth to . 
bedrock. Slopes. 
Surface rock 

4-25 fragments. 

Table 3-4 

Soils of the Book Cliffs Resource Area 

Soil/Type Description 

Empedrado-Coberly-Cathedral 

Percent 
of the Slope 

BCRA (Percent) Limitations 

Moderately deep and very deep and well- 
drained soils on level to moderately 
steep summits and eroding shoulders. 6 1-25 Depth to bedrock. 

Haverdad-Clapper-Uffens 

Very deep and well-drained soils on 
level to moderately steep valleys and 
valley sideslopes in the Cliff Creek 
area. 

Badland-Demant-Montwel 

Surface rock 
fragments. 

2 O-25 Slope. Alkali . 

Badland and moderately deep and well- Very fragile. 
drained soils on gently sloping to very Clayey textures. 
steep hillslopes. 5 4-30 Depth to bedrock. 

Steep slopes. 

Badland-Demant-Tipperary 

Badland and moderately deep and very 
deep and well-drained soils on 
eroding hills and dunes. 

Penistaja-Abra-Begay 

Clayey textures. 
Depth to bedrock. 

6 l-25 Fragile. 

Very deep and well-drained soils on 
gently sloping to sloping terraces 2 3-15 None 
and toeslopes. 
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Table 3-4 (Continued) 

Soil/Type Description 

Percent 
of the Slope 

BCRA (Percent) Limitations 

Walknolls-3adland-Rock Outcrop 

Very shallow and well-drained soils on 
nearly level to very steep hillslopes. 

Motto-Casmos-Walknolls 

Very shallow and shallow and well- 
drained soils on nearly level to very 
steep hillslopes of lower Willow Creek. 

Atchee-Nelman-Lanver 

Very shallow to moderately deep and 
well-drained soils on nearly level 
to steep hillslopes and drainages. 

Walknolls-Badland-Casmos 

Very shallow and shallow and well- Depth to bedrock. 
drained soils on nearly level to very Surface, rock 
steep plateaus and hillslopes. 8 2-50 fragments. 

Atchee-Haverdad-Rock Outcrop 

Very shallow, shallow and very deep 
and well-drained soils on nearly 
level to very steep upland hillslopes 
and drainages. 21 

Depth to bedrock. 
Surface rock 
fragments. 

2-80 Steep slopes. 
Twenty percent 
of Atchee soil 
is in critical 
erosion condition. 

11 

Depth to bedrock. 
Slope. 

2-90 Sixteen percent 
of Walknolls soil 
is in severe or 
critical erosion 
condition. 

4 

Excess sodium. 
Depth to bedrock. 
Surface rock 

2-50 fragments. 
Nine percent of 

, Motto soil is in 
severe erosion 
condition. 

Depth to bedrock. 
Surface rock 

7 2-50 fragments. 
Twenty percent 
of Atchee soil 
is in critical 
erosion condition. 
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Table 3-4 (Continued) 

Soil/Type Description 

Castner-Winteridge-Towave 

Percent 
of the Slope 

BCRA (Percent) Limitations 

Shallow, very shallow and very deep, and. 
well-drained soils on plateaus, summits, 
and hillslopes. 8 

Slope. 
l-70 Depth to bedrock. 

Castner-Towave-Veatch 

Very shallow to very deep, and well- 
drained soils on sloping to very steep Slope. 
plateaus, shoulders, and backslopes. 7 8-80 Depth to bedrock. 

Tosca-Seeprid-Utso 

Deep and well-drained soils on gently 
sloping to very steep plateau summits. 
and hillslopes. 9 

Slope. 
Coarse fragments. 

4-80 Depth to bedrock. 

Source: Soil Descriptions and Interpretations of Portions of Grand and Uintah 
Counties, Utah and Garfield and Moffat Counties, Colorado. Soil 
Conservation Service, Bureau of Land Management, Utah Agricultural 
Experiment Station. 1982. 
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levels but not the pervasive long-term levels monitored 
in the towns. 

The air quality classification of the BCRA is presently 
Class II under the Prevention of Significant Deteriora- 
tion (PSD) regulations. There are several Class II areas 
of special concern *in close proximity to the BCRA 
which might be affected by’air pollution transport from 
the BCRA including the Uintah and Ouray Indian Re- 
servation, Dinosaur National Monument, and the Col- 
orado National Monument. The Colorado National 
Monument and the Colorado portion of Dinosaur Na- 
tional Monument are Colorado Category I areas. 

Approximately 700 archaeological and historical sites 
have been recorded in the BCRA. These probably rep- 
resent less than one percent of the potential number. 

The recorded sites represent a fairly continuous 
human occupation of this ‘area for the past 10,000 
years. Cultural materials of the Paleo-Indian period 
(6,000 to 10,006 SC), the Archaic stage hunter-gather- 
ers (ca. 6,000 BC-AD 350) the Fremont horticulturalists 
(ca. AD 950-1200), and the Protohistoric Ute and 
Shoshoni people have been discovered. The activities 
of Euro-American trappers, traders, explorers, miners, 
and homesteaders have also left their traces on the 
land. 

Archaeological inventories indicate that certain envi- 
ronments were preferred for occupation and use by the 
American Indian. Other environments do not appear to 
contain archaeological remains. This information has 
been used to formulate theoretical statements concern- 
ing where common types of archaeological sites can 
usually be found. This has enabled BLM management 
to protect valuable cultural resource sites and areas 
while avoiding undue delay in development or use of 
natural resources. 

A recent cultural resource study in the 648 square 
miles of the SCRA south of the White River revealed 
that prehistoric sites other than petroglyphs were pre- 
sent in the Utah juniper community and absent from the 
big sagebrush, pinyon-Utah juniper-Douglas fir-aspen, 
greasewood, and salt-desert scrub communities. Pet- 
roglyphs were most often found in the greasewood and 
big sagebrush communities. Historic sites were most 
often found in the greasewood, Utah juniper, and salt- 
desert scrub communities (Reynolds et al. 1983). 

The following types of prehistoric archaeological sites 
are known in the BCRA: 

1. Villages 

2. Camps (several subtypes) 

3. Resource procurement sites (numerous sub- 
types) 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

Lithic (stone) tool procurement and processing 
sites 

Burials (several subtypes) 

Rock alignments, stone cairns, rock circles 

Caches, storage cists, structures 

Bed rock mortars 

Hearths (camp fires), ovens (several subtypes) 

Petroglyphs, pictographs, signatures, scratch- 
ings 

Fremont structural sites 

Archaeoastronomy sites 

Unknown function, cultural affiliation sites 

The Cockleburr Wash Petroglyph Site is the only pre- 
historic site presently listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places. Three historic sites in the BCRA are 
listed or considered eligible for inclusion on the National 
Register of Historic Places. The lgnacio stage stop (de- 
stroyed), the White River ferry crossing, and the Uintah 
Dragon toll road. 

Several other historic period sites (1776 to present) 
are considered significant under the criteria for inclusion 
on the National Register of Historic Places (36 CFR 
800). These are: 

1. Dragon, Utah-Private ownership 

2. Watson, Utah-Private ownership 

3. Rainbow, Utah-Private ownership 

4. Gilsonite Railroad-Mixed ownership 

Another ten sites have been determined to have po- 
tential for inclusion on the National Register of Historic 
Places according to criteria listed in 36 CFR 800. 
These include an excavated cave, a well-preserved 
homestead, and an early 20th Century oil shale plant. 
Approximately 27 percent of the cultural sites in the 
BCRA have been termed significant; 5 percent of the 
total number of sites appear to have the potential for 
National Register listing (Phillips 1984). 

The following types of historic period sites are known 
in the BCRA: 

I. Civilian Conservation Corps reservoirs, dams, 
structures 

2. Cabins and out structures 

3. Dams 

4. Wagon roads and way stations 

5. Ferries 

6. Corrals and enclosures 
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7. 

8. 

with gil- 

and ex- 

9. 

10. 

Excavations and structures associated 
sonite mining 

Prospect holes associated with mining 
ploration for gilsonite and shale oil 

Cemeteries and graves 

Right-of-way structures, excavations, 
associated with the “Gilsonite Railroad” 

artifacts 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

Supporting services structures associated with 
the “Gilsonite Railroad” 

Sites, artifacts associated with sheep and cattle 
ranching 

Ute rock art sites: Uncompahgre reservation 
period 

Ute dwellings and resource acquisition/process- 
ing activities 

15. Euro-American rock art sites 

16. Modern (1930-present) recreation sites 

17. Unknown function/ethnic affiliation sites 

The archaeological sites associated with human ac- 
tivities during the historic period appear to be oriented 
toward historical themes. These are: 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

Architecture 

Civilian Conservation Corps/work project 

Commerce/industry 

a. Gilsonite/oil shale mining 

Engineering 

Ethnicity 

Farming/ranching 

Military/Indian conflict 

Native American 

Recreation 

Transportation: Railroad/stage/ferry 

Waterworks 

Most sites in the BCRA are in fair to good 
condition (greater than 50 percent of their con- 
tents undisturbed. Erosion and vandalism are 
the two most common disturbing factors, fol- 
lowed by excavation/collection (Phillips 1984). 

“Highly significant fossils are found in many places 
throughout the Vernal District. Some world-known 
localities, as well as some North American mammal- 
age type localities are found in the Vernal District” 
(Robinson 1978). 

Numerous paleontological finds and sites have been 
discovered by archaeologists and/or paleontologists 
while performing work on lands administered by the 
ELM. These finds are usually connected to clearances 
for energy development and BLM range projects. 

There are at least 20 geologic formations present in 
the BCRA. They range in time from the quarternary 
Pleistocene to Pennsylvannian period formations. A 
large variety of environments provided habitats for di- 
verse populations of aquatic/terrestrial plants and ani- 
mals. Two formations, the Uinta and Green River, com- 
prise two-thirds of the area of the planning units. 
Quaternary period deposits dominate the river-tributary 
systems while the remaining 17 are folded into the 
mountainous northeastern portion of the planning unit. 

The known fossil assemblage in the Uinta Basin has 
enabled paleontologists to construct a reasonably accu- 
rate history . . . covering a several millionyear span in- 
cluding evolutionary changes, climatic regimes, and ap- 
pearance and extinction of life forms. For example, the 
earliest record of camels and ducks comes from the 
Uinta Basin. The Cenozoic era (the last 65 million 
years) has been divided into the shortest recognizable 
time intervals on the basis of fossil mammals. Two of 
these time intervals for North America, the Uintan and 
Duchesnean, are based on fossil mammals from the 
Uinta Basin. 

The Duchesne River formation lies below the surface 
alluvium. Fossils are rare and not commonly encoun- 
tered in this formation. However, when encountered, 
they are likely to be highly important because of their 
rarity (BLM 1982). 

A variety of reports on this area have been com- 
pleted. A complete list may be obtained by request 
from the Vernal District. 

CONQMICS 

The format for this section includes an overview of 
the affected area, followed by a more detailed discus- 
sion of the significant economic considerations that per- 
tain to the planning issues. The methodologies and 
computations that were used for the affected environ- 
ment are discussed in Appendix 12 (Methodology for 
the Economic and Social Analysis). 

Economic Conditions 
This section focuses on Uintah and Duchesne coun- 

ties in Utah and the communities of Dinosaur and 
Rangely in Colorado. 

Statistics show that mining (mineral development) is 
the most important private industry in Uintah county. 
Growth in this industry was primarily responsible for the 
county’s 62 percent population increase between 1970 
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and 1980. Mining directly accounts for nearly 23 per- 
cent of the employment and 36 percent of the income 
in the county (see Table 3-5, Personal Income and Em- 
ployment - Uintah and Duchesne Counties, 1981). 
Other sectors, which contribute to employment and 
support of the local economy include: the Federal gov- 
ernment which accounts for five percent; manufactur- 
ing, which accounts for two percent; agriculture, which 
accounts for six percent; tourism, accounts for all unde- 
fined parts of the total county employment. 

The 1980 Uintah County population was 20,506 (Ta- 
bles 3-6, Summary of Regional Infrastructure Condi- 
tions and 3-7, Baseline and Interrelated Population 
Growth). About 31 percent of the county’s population 
live in Vernal (1980 population of 6,600) which serves 
as the regions retail and service center. 

Duchesne County has a similar economic base to 
that of Uintah County, however, it is more dependent 
on mining (Table 3-5). Growth in the petroleum industry 
was primarily responsible for the county’s 72 percent 
population increase between 1970 and 1980. Thirty 
percent of the employment and nearly 44 percent of the 
income is directly attributable to mining. Duchesne 
County also has a small manufacturing sector (four per- 
cent of employment) and Federal government sector 
(seven percent of employment). Another sector which 
generates local employment is agriculture (12 percent 
of local employment). Tourism accounts for all of the 
undefined parts of county employment. 

The 1980 Duchesne County population was 12,565. 
Duchesne (1980 population of 1,677) Myton (1980 
population of 500), and Roosevelt (1980 population of 
3,842) are the largest communities in the county 
(USDC 1981). 

The town of Rangely, Colorado, (1980 population of 
2,615) is located 20 road miles east of the resource 
area (USDC 1981). The community’s economic base is 
primarily energy related. Growth of this base industry 
has resulted in a 33 percent population growth between 
1970 and 1980. 

The town of Dinosaur (1980 population of 410) is lo- 
cated 3 miles east of the BCRA (USDC 1981). The 
community’s economic base is primarily agricultural and 
energy-related. Because of it’s location directly south of 
Dinosaur National Monument and on U.S. Highway 40, 
tourism also plays a part in it’s economy. 

Summary data on the region’s existing infrastructure 
conditions are contained in Table 3-6. Generally, the 
area is upgrading its infrastructure to meet the needs 
of existing and projected baseline populations. 

A housing shortage in Uintah County was indicated 
by low vacancy rates and higher than average housing 
prices in 1980 and 1981. By 1983, this housing short- 
age was alleviated through continued housing construc- 
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tion and a slump in the oil and gas industry. Housing 
shortages have also been serious in the town of 
Rangely because public land surrounding the city has 
limited expansion and has resulted in inflated land 
prices which, in turn, has discouraged new housing 
construction. 

Many of the schools in Uintah County have been 
operating over capacity. Three schools have been 
operating at 150 percent over capacity, and one school 
at 256 percent over capacity. To help alleviate the 
problem, two new elementary schools were opened in 
1983. A new high school is under construction in Vernal 
and will be completed in 1986. 

Both Duchesne and Uintah Counties have existing 
shortages of medical personne!, particularly for mental 
health care. They also have deficient jail space. Uin- 
tah’s jail does not comply with Federal and State stan- 
dards; however, a new expansion project should be 
completed during 1984. 

Vernal and the surrounding area’s water system is 
operating at 50 percent over capacity. Two new water 
systems are presently being developed. The sewer sys- 
tem is also operating over capacity; however, a new 
system with a 40,000 person capacity is now being in- 
stalled. The town of Dinosaur has begun construction 
on a central sewer system designed for a 2,000 person 
capacity. 

In general, the counties and communities in the area 
have been able to handle the added expenditures 
necdssitated by growth in the 1970s and have ade- 
quate debt available to handle additional fiscal burdens 
(Table 3-8, Summary of Fiscal Conditions for Affected 
Counties and Communities). 

Fifteen percent of Uintah County and eighteen per- 
cent of Duchesne County is Uintah and Ouray Indian 
Reservation land (USDA 1983). The reservation has a 
checkerboard land ownership distribution over which 
the tribal committee has jurisdiction as a politically dis- 
tinct unit. Approximately 4,100 American ‘Indians reside 
in Duchesne and Uintah county (USDA 1983). Only an 
estimated 50 percent of the tribe’s potential work force 
is employed (Utah 1983). Few Indians are employed in 
energy-related developments. Lack of employment op- 
portunities has led to outmigration. 

There is an existing housing shortage on the reserva- 
tion and many existing housing units are in deficient 
condition. The tribe’s water system distributes water to 
a number of non-Indian communities including Ft. 
Duchesne, Myton, and Ballard. Demands on the system 
already exceed its present capacity. 

The reservation also has it’s own police force and 
health care facilities. 

The Ute Tribe’s largest sources of revenue are 
bonus, lease, and oil and gas royalty monies. Grants 
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Table 3-5 

Personal Income and Employment 
Uintah and Duchesne Counties 1981 

(By Place of Work) 

UINTAH COUNTY DUCHESNE COUNTY 

Earnings Employment Earnings Employment 
1VZ%iX) (Percent) -VZZX) IPercent) 

Agriculture 2 2 3 3 

TOTAL AGRICULTURAL 2 2 3 3 

Mining (Mineral Developments) 36 23 44 30 
Construction 4 5 4 
Manufacturing f 2 5 4 
Transoortation and Public Utilities 10 7 7 5 
Wholesale Trade 
Retail Trade 
Finance, Insurance, and Real 
Services 
Other 

5 4 
8 13 

Estate 2 2 
23 27 

F l: 

: 
2 
7 

Total Private Industry 89 33 82 72 

Federal Government 3 5 
State and Local Government 6 11 1: 1: 

Total Government 9 16 14 25 
. 

TOTAL NONAGRICULTURAL 98 98 97 97 

Unemployment (Fourth Quarter, 1983) 7.8 8.0 

(Dollars) (Job) (Dollars) (Jobs) 

Total Employment and Earnings $148,435,000 10,238 $ 83,355,OOO 6,069 

Total Personal Income (By Place 
of Residece) 

:1g5~717~ooo 
'$106,001,000 

Per Capita Personal Income 9,058 S 8,520 

Uote: Because of rounding, numbers are not additive. 
Total and percentage income figures include wage, salary, and 
proprietors' income. Total employment figures include wage, salary, 
and proprietors' employment, whereas the employment percentage figures 
include only wage and salary employment. Tine relative importance of 
farm employment is, therefore, underrated. 

Sources: USDC 1983; UDES, 1984. 
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Table 3-5 

Summary of Regional Infrastructure Conditions 

Socioeconomic Duchesne 
Development Category County 

Community Community 
ui fitdh of of 
county Rangely Dinosaur 

Population (1980) 12,565 20,506 2,615 410 

Infrastructure 
Housing 

Single family 
Multi-family 
Mobile homes 
Hotel 

2,622 4,833 432 83 
142 253 85 0 

1,116 1,261 240 325 
249 574 100 33 

Education 
Students 
Present capacity 
Teachers 

4,247 6,478 511 108 
4,886 6,143 980 175 

185 223 WA N/A 

Health Care 
Hospital beds 

General & long term 32 36 28 9 

Medical personnel 
Doctors 
Dentists 
Nurses 

N/A 
WA 
N/A 

1" 
10 

9 
9 
9 

Medical health care 
Personnel 5 N/A N/A 9 

Public Safety 
Law Enforcement 

Police officers 
Patrol cars 
Jail space (units) 
Juvenile holding cells 

22 
8 

36 
0 

39 
21 

N:: 

: 
WA 
N/A 

1 
2 

N/A 
N/A 

Emergency Medical Services 
Ambulances 
Emergency medical 

technicians 

WA 

51 

2 

35 

.2 

11 

9 

9 

Utility Service Demands 
Water System 

Connections 1,789 
Supply (106 gallons/year) 
Stordge (106 gallons/year) 

2,263 
1,789 

6,215 714 N/A 
3,723 658 N/A 
1,205 365 .4 

Sewa e 
0 

System 
(10 gallons/year) 803 986 732 ;J/A 

Solid Waste 
Acres/year 28 44 7 

-~-~-.-z-----~---- -L--.-----D.--* .I rlA -----------.--- 

Source: Utah 1983; Argonne 1983 
N/A: Not Available 
Dinosaur's health care needs are catered oy Rangcly. 
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Table 3-7 

Baseline and Interrelated Population Grotith 

1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 
Base Other Base Other Base Other Base Other 

Duchesne 12,565 17,778 4,965 18,632 9,542 18,684 12,333 18,292 
Roosevelt CCD 9,714 13,695 4,897 

14,910 
15,057 9,404 15,005 12,190 14,636 14,701 

Roosevelt 3,842 5,416 3,428 5,995 6,582 5,934 8,533 
Myton 500 705 171 775 329 

5,789 10,291 
773 427 754 515 

Unincorp. Area 5,372 7,574 1,298 8,287 2,493 8,298 3,230 8,093 3,895 
Duchesne & So. 5 No. 
Duchesne CCD2 2,851 4,083 68 3,575 138 3,679 143 3,656 209 

Uintah 20,506 25,730 18,340 29,326 34,690 29,863 44,174 28,985 52,445 
Uintah-Ouray 
CCD 4,338 5,061 445 5,699 830 5,730 926 5,565 1,027 

Ballard 558 775 223 966 416 976 464 926 514 
Unincorp. Area 3,780 4,286 222 4,733 414 4,754 462 4,639 513 

Vernal CCD 16,168 20,653 13,858 23,611 32,011 24,117 43,041 23,404 51,209 
Vernal 6,600 9,291 6,165 11,065 13,918 11,369 18,786 10,941 22,328 
Uninc Area 

Bonanza Q 
rp. 9,568 11,362 12,330 12,546 19,942 12,748 24,462 12,463 29,090 

16 4,637 16 1,849 16 207 16 209 

Moffat-Rio Blanc0 24,255 1,176 28,345 3,004 27,646 3,837 28,144 4,518 

Dinosaur 410 501 517 405 1,367 425 1,744 437 2,055 
Rangely 2,614 3,193 659 3,993 1,637 3,805 2,093 3,962 2,463 

Grand 8,241 9,850 691 10,570 834 10,324 915 9,676 919 
Thompson CCD 326 380 691 366 834 366 915 365 - 919 
Moab CCD 7,915 9,470 - 10,204 - 9,358 - 9,311 - 

Daggett Co., Utah 
5 Mesa Co., Colo. 1,510 1,198 1,731 2,185 

Note: Daggett County, Utah and Mesa County, Colorado are not within the affected 
area as the term is used in the text. 

18onanza does not correspond with any official census area, but is roughly the 
area delineated by the BCRA. 

2CCD = County Census Division 
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Duchesne County 4,874 4,209 
Duchesne 423 343 
Roosevelt 2,355 2,175 

Uintah County 17,787 14,905 
Ballard 68 68 
Naples 653 652 
Vernal 4,604 4,660 

Dinosaur 143 

1,293 

80 

Rangely 

Table 3-8 

Summary of Fiscal Conditions for 
Affected CoLtnties and Communities 

Source: State 1983 

Average Annual Average Annual 
Revenues 

(Thousands) 
Expenditures 

(Thousands) 

1,351 

Table 3-9 

Uintah County's 1982 Mining Employment 
(By Place of Employment) 

Breakdown 

Average Employment Percent 

Oil and Gas Production and Field Services 1,460 71 
Oil Shale 160 8 
Tar Sands O-10 a 
Gilsonite 160 8 
Sand and Gravel 20-49 l-2 
Metal Mining O-10 a 

Miscellaneous 203-252 10-12 

Total 2,052 100 

Source: USES 1983; Haslem 1983; Carlburt 1983; Godlove 1983; Geokinetics 
1983. 

aLess than 1 percent 
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and contracts are the second largest source of reve- 
nues. Because the tribe cannot levy property taxes, en- 
ergy developments which take place outside the reser- 
vation increase infrastructure-related costs and do not 
increase tribal revenues. 

A number of other businesses depend on the mining 
industries to purchase their services and products, and 
many retail and service businesses depend on the 
workers to spend locally. The mining sector is com- 
prised of oil and gas exploration, production, and field 
services, phosphate mining, gilsonite mining, oil shale 
development, and sand and gravel extraction. Employ- 
ment by activity is identified in Table 3-9 (Uintah 
County’s 1982 Mining Employment Breakdown). 

Employment in the oil and gas sector is highly vari- 
able. Since 1980, the area has -experienced both a 
minor “boom” and a minor “bust” in exploration work. 
The Vernal area has been somewhat cushioned from 
these “boom/bust” cycles because it has become the 
center for oil and gas field service companies which are 
a more stable source of employment. 

Two companies are active in the shale oil business 
and there is one small tar sand operation in the area 
which employs less than 10 people. 

Local units of government receive property tax reve- 
nues from mining equipment, mining facilities, and 
sales and property tax revenues from employees di- 
rectly employed in the mining industry. Only Uintah 
County receives property tax revenues from mining 
equipment and facilities which are located within the 
BCRA. 

Of the 39 livestock operations using BCRA forage, 21 
are cattle operations and 18 are sheep operations. 
Fifty-three percent of these operators live in Uintah 
County, 5 percent in Duchesne County, and another 38 
percent live in western Colorado. 

Livestock operators have been grouped by herd size 
Table 3-10 (Livestock Operations by Herd Size). Based 
on the average budgets of the varying operators, most 
operators should be able to cover their long-term costs. 
However, many ranching operations differ in degree of 
indebtedness, operating cost, and size of operations, 
suggesting that some operators may not be able to 
meet long-term or cash costs. The returns to smaller 
operators have generally been too small to be the sole 
source of their income; few operators have earned a 
fair market return for their investments and land through 
their farm income. However, escalating farm real estate 
values between 1970 and 1981 have been contributing 
to fair market returns (Hughes 1983; Duncan 1983). 
Aggregate ranch budget statistics are summarized in 
Table 3-11 (Aggregate Costs and Returns for Operators 
Who Use Book Cliffs Resource Area Forage). 

Grazing fees represent a minimum value for public 
forage; however, the grazing fee is not determined 

through the market and is generally accepted as lower 
than its true economic value (USDA, USDI 1977). Al- 
though the forage quality, season of use, and added 
services make comparisons between BLM forage and 
privately leased forage questionable, private lease rates 
still provide one of the best measures of value. Utah’s 
private lease rate averaged $7.24 per AUM in 1982 
(USDA 1983). There are a number of other indications 
that the value of public forage in the BCRA is close to 
the $7.24 per AUM figure (Gee 1981; USFS 1980). 
Using the $7.24 figure, the estimated annual value of 
livestock forage provided by the BCRA is $484,935. 

Although BLM does not recognize a capitalized value 
for grazing preferences, the market does recognize a 
capitalized value whenever grazing fees are lower than 
their true economic value (Gardner 1962). If a permits 
value averages! $60 per AUM, and the entire permit 
value is capitalrzed in the ranch’s value, then grazing 
privileges in the BCRA account for $6,174,900 or 20 
percent of the aggregate ranch value of operators using 
BCRA forage. Since grazing privileges can affect both 
base property values and rancher income, changes in 
grazing privileges could also affect ranchers ability to 
obtain loans. 

Recreation activities within the BCRA include hunting, 
fishing, river floating, dispersed ORV use, camping, 
sightseeing, and Christmas tree cutting. In 1982, there 
were 7,200 recreation days spent in the resource area 
(excluding hunting days), which generated $324,000 in 
expenditures. Hunters contribute to the local economy , 
through their hunting-related expenditures. In 1982, big 
game hunting amounted to approximately 6,770 hunter 
days and accounted for $304,650 in expenditures. 

Social Conditions 
The area was largely settled by “Mormon” colonizers, 

most of whom had small land holdings. They formed 
small, mostly rural villages which, because of their 
common religious beliefs, were close-knit communities. 

A dominant emphasis in these communities included 
personal independence, local government and belief in 
progress and the development of natural resources 
(Centaur 1979). Although not as dominant today, many 
of these cultural values still hold true. 

Energy-related development has brought significant 
growth to the Uintah Basin. As a result, traditional farm- 
ing and ranching communities have lost some of their 
cultural identity (Utah 1983). Political, social, and 
economic diversity have increased. Energy-related de- 
velopments have created jobs, brought new people to 
the area, and have created a diverse retail and service 
sector. Growth has forced the area to establish outside 
linkages with State and Federal agencies and has 
shown the regional ability to coordinate its efforts in re- 
sponse to impending problems. 
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Table 3-10 

Livestock Operations By Herd Size 

Livestock Operators 

Number of Operators 

lOOa lOO+ cows Sheep 
cows Yearlong All 

1 10 18 

Average Herd Size 52 201 847 2,780 

Aggregate Herd 520 201 8,470 50,040 

Table 3-11 

Aggregate Costs and R'eturns for 
Operators Who Use Book Cliffs Resource Area Forage 

Cattle Sheep Total 

Gross Revenues 
Cash Cost 
Returns Above Cash Cost 
Returns to Family Labor and 

Investment 

$2,415,282 $3,585,258 !36',000,540 
1,441,458 1,509,804 2,951,262 

973,324 2,075,454 3,049,278 

526,204 1,719,522 2,245,726 

Source: Gee 1981. 
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Many residents feel that the improvements in living 
conditions outweigh the problems associated with rapid 
growth. Residents are aware, although skeptical, of po- 
tential oil shale and tar sand developments. Attitudes 
towards mineral developments are even more cautious 
among local Ute Indian Tribal members. 

Most tribal members are aware of possible energy 
developments and are concerned over possible cultural 
and environmental impacts. Preserving the primitive 
character of the Hill Creek Extension is a particular en- 
vironmental concern of most tribal members (Duncan 
1983b). 

Social conditions of the local American Indian popula- 
tion differ from the local non-Indians. The Uintah and 
Ouray Indian Reservation is governed by an elected 
business committee which has sovereign power over 
tribal lands. The income and living condition disparity 
between Indian and non-Indians has not improved with 
energy developments. 

Cooperation and rapport between livestock operators 
and BLM appears to be good. Wildlife-livestock conflicts 
are recognized in the Blue Mountain area and mineral- 
livestock conflicts are recognized throughout the BCRA. 
In both cases, there is the belief that many of these 
conflicts can be resolved through range improvements. 

Four major roads carry the majority of traffic through 
the BCRA. These are U.S. 40, Utah 88, Utah 45, and 
County Road 262 (Figure l-l). Dirt roads provide ac- 
cess to much of the Resource Area. 

If traffic volumes increase, the level of service on 
U.S. 40 and between Utah 88 and Vernal, and Vernal 
and Jensen, would be unsatisfactory Table 3-12 (Pro- 
jected 1985 Baseline Average Daily Traffic Levels). All 
other road segments would remain at a satisfactory 
level (UBS 1983). If the segment of U.S. 40 between 
Vernal and Jensen is upgraded in 1984 as planned, 
then it’s condition would improve to a satisfactory level. 
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Table 3-12 

Projected 1985 Baseline Average Daily Traffic Levels 

H1 @way 
Segment 

Utah 88 
=-I%G-Ouray 

to U.S. 40 

Baseline 

391 

U.S. 40 

From Utah 88 
to Vernal 

From Vernal 
to Jensen 5,356 

From Jensen 
to County 262 

From County 262 
to Colo. Line 

County 262 

From Utah 45 
to U.S. 40 

3,955 

2,348 

1,975 

323 

Utah 45 

From Vernal 
to County 262 N/A 

Source: Uintah Basin Synfuels Development Final E IS 

NA = Not Available 
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This chapter discusses the environmental conse- 
quences (impacts) of implementing the alternatives to 
form a Resource Management Plan (RMP). The im- 
pacts are discussed, by alternative, at a level commen- 
surate with the degree or severity of impact. Laws reg- 
ulating impacts to cultural resources and endangered 
and threatened plant species would be the same re- 
gardless of which alternative is implemented. Therefore, 
impacts to these resources are discussed only in the 
General Impacts section of this chapter. 

Three terms frequently occur within this chapter: 

Interrelated Impacts refers to impacts which exist as 
the result of: (A) previous BLM project commitments, or 
(B) impacts resulting from State and private projects 
over which BLM has no authority. Implementation of the 
Book Cliffs Resource Management Plan would not 
change any of the interrelated impacts. Interrelated im- 
pacts are specifically identified only if they are signifi- 
cant or have the possibility of being significant when 
combined with BLM actions related to implementation 
of the RMP. Also, because they do not vary between 
alternatives, they are discussed only in the Current 
Management Alternative. 

The term BhM Impacts refers to any impacts which 
would occur as the result of BLM implementing the 
Book Cliffs Resource Management Plan (RMP). 

Cumula?ive impacts refers to the total impacts 
created by combining the BLM impacts (impacts result- 
ing from implementing the RMP) and the interrelated 
impacts (impacts resulting from State, private, and pre- 
viously committed BLM projects). 

For the purpose of analyzing the impacts of im- 
plementation of each alternative, the following assump- 
tions were made. Note that assumptions were not 
made for all of the identified issues. 

To facilitate preparation of this final EIS, landowner- 
ship was assumed to remain unchanged from August 1, 
1983. 

The management actions and mitigating measures 
would be implemented. 

All actions would conform with existing laws, includ- 
ing protection of cultural resources and endangered 
and threatened species. 

Management actions would only involve public lands 
except where exchange-of-use agreements exist with 

non-Federal land owners. 

The White River Dam will be built. 

Minerals Assumptions 

Generally, multiple mineral developments could occur 
in the same geographical area and could be compatible 
with each other, provided the initial development is miti- 
gated for by any subsequent developments. For exam- 
ple, underground oil shale development could occur in 
the same vicinity as oil and gas development. However, 
in some cases, development of certain minerals could 
be delayed, some recovery rates reduced, or a mineral 
may not be developed at all. 

Oil and Gas 

Regardless of the alternative selected, approximately 
40 to 80 wells would be drilled within the BCRA annu- 
ally; 28 to 56 wells would be producible and would re- 
main in existence at least 10 years. The remaining 12 
to 24 wells would be nonproducing and the surface dis- 
turbance would be reclaimed. 

Surface disturbances required for drilling and de- 
velopment would include access roads, powerlines, drill 
pads and well sites, flow lines, storage tank batteries, 
storage ponds, distribution pipelines and other projects. 

Total surface disturbance for a particular well site and 
access road would average four to six acres with the . 
majority of the disturbance occurring during the drilling 
phase. 

Oil wells are generally spaced at one well per quarter 
section (four wells per section), and gas wells are 
spaced at one well per section, although spacings may 
vary from these figures. 

The effects of oil and gas production would not differ 
from those that have been analyzed in the Vernal Dis- 
trict Oil and Gas Leasing Environmental Assessment. 
Appropriate mitigating measures would be continued as 
part of the leasing program (BLM 1976). 
. 

Oil Shale 

The estimated barrels per day operations and result- 
ing acreage disturbances for the conceptual develop- 
ment within future oil shale tracts are shown in Tables 
4-1 (Oil Shale Magnitude of Conceptual Development in 
Barrels Per Day), 4-2 (Underground Oil Shale Mining- 
Magnitude of Conceptual Development in Acreage Dis- 
turbance), and 4-3 (In Situ Oil Shale Development-Mag- 
nitude of Development in Acreage Disturbance During 
Full Production). These assumptions are based on the 
best available data (Cashion 1967, Smith 1981, Trudell 
et al. 1983, BLM 1982b, BLM 1983a, Bechtel Petro- 
leum, Inc. 1981). 

Although room-and-pillar mining methods are antici- 



TABLE 4-l 
Oil Shale Magnitude of Conceptual 
Dweloprant in Ekrrels Per By 

Total 
Rf?SerVes* 

(Milbions Potential Imqthof Barrels 
Tbtal of Future Bcoverable Barrels Within Mining Barrels Per Day 
Area Barrels) Iease Tracts Tracts (Rich Zone Cmly) *ration Per Day (RO=-ld=3 

Available Recovery 
Pmbalble For (Millions 
Mining 
iYethod (EZ, Fy :2 

Total -v-Y of 
No . ACES (MiIlions) Pm Barrels) (Years) (Thousands) (Thousands) 

Underground 84,000 12,000 8,000 3-4** 15,450- 1,500- 65 980- 20 131- 130- 
ii 20,600 2,000 1,300 178 180 

In Situ 14,000 1,500 780 o-1** O- 300 50 150 20 20.5 20 
5,150 

Underground 42,000 6,400 3,700 2-4** 10,300- 900- 65 600- 20 82- 80- 
20,600 1,800 1,200 164 160 

In Situ 6,000 650 310 o-1** O- 270 50 135 20 18.5 20 
5,150 

Underground 18,000 2,500 1,500 2 10,300 860 65 560 20 76.7 80 
Chly 

*Kerogen 
**No mre than 4 total tracts would be leased regardless of the mining method employed. 



TABLE 4-2 
UJndepund Oil Shale Mining-Magnitude of Conceptual 

Develop-mark in Acreage Disturbance 

Total !Ibtal 
Acreage Disturbance 

'Permanent' 
Average Total Disturbance*** 

Area Area With (Includes Plant 
Available Potential and Mine Facilities, Under 

for For Tract Spent- Shale Storage Facilities, Rights-of-Way and Disturbed Rehabilitation 
llafxlse Delineation Disposal Rkention Dams, etc.) Ccnstruction Canps) 8% 3% 

Annual Annual Acres ACl32S 

Acres Acres Disturbed Acres Disturbed Acres 
DisturM* iReclaw** 

(1%) (.5%) 
(Ony4~3e) &claimed (One Tim) Reclaimed 

(1%) (5%) (4%) 

cm1TY PRoDucTIm m-IVE 

15,450- 1,200- 
84,000 20,600 150-200 75-100 600-800 150-200 750-9,000 600-800 1,600 500-600 

;: -J (3-4 tracts) 

E%AUKED USE AL-TIVE 

10,300- 800- 
42,000 20,600 100-200 50-100 400-800 100-200 500-1,000 400-8OG 1,600 300-600 

(2-4 tracts) 

18,000 ?0,300 3100 50 400 100 500 400 800 300 
(O-2 tracts) 

*A 2% initial disturbance muld occur. 
**&claimed refers to contoured and seeded areas. Three additional years would be required for adequate forage 

developwnt. Disposal areas would be disturbed mre rapidly tkn rehabilitation wuld occur for several years. 
timt shale reclaimed areas weld not be available for forage consuqkion through the life of the project. 

***Through a lo-year period at a given tima. 



TABLE 4-3 
In Situ Oil Shale Develomt-Nqnitude of Devehpmnt 

in Acreage Disturbance During Full Production* 

?Ibtal 
Available 

Acres 

Total 
Potential 

Tract 
Acres Life 

Project 
(5%) 

'Permment 
Disturbances** 

(5%) 

Annual 
Disturbance 

Area 

(15%) 

Undergoing 
Rehabilitation* + 

Total 

(25%) 

Of All 
Distbces 

CaMEaQDITYPRCDUClTCNAL'l'EIWQXVE 

14,000 o-5,150 20 years O-250 O-250 O-750 O-1,250 

BALANcEg USE ALTERNA!TIVE 

ii 6,000 o-5,150 2oyears O-250 O-250 O-750 O-1,250 

*In situ oil shale develomt is not considered likely in the areas that could be leased under the Resource Protection 
Alternative. 

**Includes plant site, storage facilities, etc. 
***Reseeded and fenced. 
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pated, modified in situ methods could also be used. 
Shallow oil shale deposits would be developed by true 
in situ methods and would be similar in appearance 
and impacts to the ongoing Geokinetics oil shale pro- 
ject. A detailed description of the project is being pre- 
pared and should be available through the Division of 
Oil, Gas, and Mining, State of Utah. 

Based upon current legislation, no off-site disposal of 
spent oil shale would be authorized. 

Tar Sand 

Combined Hydrocarbon Lease Applications received 
prior to November 16, 1983 will be analyzed in sepa- 
rate environmental documents. Tracts leased competi- 
tively will also be analyzed in separate environmental 
documents. 

The estimated barrels per day operations and esti- 
mated acreage disturbances for conceptual tar sand 
development in the PR Spring SJSA are presented in 
Tables 4-4 (Tar Sands-Magnitude of Conceptual De- 
velopment in Barrels Per Day, for the PR Spring STSA) 
and 4-5 (Tar Sands-Magnitude of Conceptual Develop- 
ment in Acreage Disturbance for the PP. Spring STSA). 
These estimates differ slightly from the Utah Combined 
Hydrocarbon Regional Draft EIS, because of improved 
data. The following comments relate to those tables: 

e All assumed tar sand developments were within 
the central and southern portion of the PR 
Spring STSA. The levels of development in PR 
Spring STSA are within the scope of develop- 
ment predicted in the Utah Combined Hydrocar- 
bon EIS (BLM 1983f). 

0 Based upon a more recent, detailed evaluation 
of data, most tar sand deposits would likely be 
developed by an in situ, thermal combustion 
process because the depth of overburden is too 
great for economical surface mining (Hubbard 
1983). The area suitable for surface mining of 
tar sand (strip ratic of 1:l or less) is much 
smaller than was previously estimated in the 
Utah Combined Hydrocarbon Regional EIS 
(BLM 1983f). A thermal combustion process 
was assumed instead of a steam process for 
two reasons. The relatively thin overburden 
(less than 350 feet) is considered insufficient for 
a steam process, and the amount of water nec- 
essary for the steam process may not be read- 
ily available (BLM 1983f, Kruuskraa 1978). 

0 Within the limited areas where surface mining 
could be employed, development was assumed 
to be similar to a coal strip mine. Generally, 
after a unit area would be mined, it would be 
backfilled with the material from a subsequent 
mine unit. For example, a mined out unit would 
be backfilled with spent sand, overburden, and 

covered with topsoil from the adjacent unit. This _ 
is a refinement of the prediction made within 
the Utah Combined Hydrocarbon Leasing EIS 
that surface mining would be open pit with little 
or no backfilling into the mine area. 

l Development of the Hill Creek and Raven 
Ridge-Rim Rock STSAs was assumed to be 
consistent with the high level scenario of the 
Utah Combined Hydrocarbon Leasing EIS 
which predicted limited development. 

Gilsonite 

Approximately one to five miles of currently unleased 
gilsonite veins would be leased and subsequently de- 
veloped in the next 10 years. Mine staging areas, which 
include a head frame, haul house, access roads and 
storage areas would be laid out in intervals of 600 to 
1,200 feet along a vein. Each staging area, including 
access roads, would disturb approximately three acres. 
Each staging area would remain in existence up to ten 
years. 

Sand and Gravel 

Sand and gravel pits are usually granted in 40-acre 
parcels. Within these parcels, cne to five acres may be 
used for equipment, set up, and stock piles, and one 
to two acres may be used for topsoil storage. The rest 
of the area could be available for mining. The length of 
activity could vary, but generally, the life of the pit 
would be one to two years with another one to two 
years required for reclamation. In some locations, small 
quantities of water may be required. 

Conceptual disturbance from potential sand and 
gravel developments is shown in Table 4-6 (Sand and 
Gravel-Magnitude of Development in Acreage Distur- 
bance). 

Right-of-Way Corridors Assumptions 
Common oil and gas pipelines, roads related to oil 

and gas development, and roads related to large over- 
head powerlines, generally disturb a no-foot wide area, 
although up to 100 feet could be disturbed by larger 
projects. This would result in 3 to 12 acres of distur- 
bance per linear mile. In some instances, maintenance 
roads to powerlines could negate total reclamation. 

Forage Assumptions 

1. 

2. 

Analysis of forage-related impacts is based on 
expectations of near normal annual climate 
conditions. Severe climate variations could 
drastically alter vegetation responses. 

The proposed vegetation manipulations would 
be implemented over a lo-year period. 
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TABLE 4-4 
Tar Sand-&@td of Cbnqtual 

Ikvelopmnt in Barrels .kr Day 
for the PR Spring STSA 

Total 
Recover- Almunt 

able of Barrels 
Barrels mmt Resource .Earrels PerDay 

Assumed Total Total Area By of Recovered Per Day TllzuIlded 
Develop- Rec0verabl.e Probable With Foten- Mining Resouce (MiKLi.ons Length of 

mnt Barrels* Mining tial for Recovered of I!tining 
Eiarrels @eratons, to 
Per Day Nearest 

(kres) (Millions) M&md Developtmznt (Millions) mm Earrels) @erations Operations Developments 5,000 

KmlcmTYPR~~IoNAL~TIvE 

In Situ 44,500- 385- 30- 115- 20 years 15,750- 
89,000 700 62,300 540 50 270 37,000 25,050- 25,000- 

58,250 60,000 
Surface 8,900- 75- go- 68- 20 years 9,300- 

i! 17,800 155 100 155 21,250 

.BAUKED USE ALTEZNATIVE 

In Situ 11,750- 165- 30- 50- 20 yea-s 6,850- 
23,500 300 16,450 230 50 115 15,750 12,700- 15,000- 

25,750 25,000 
Surface 2,350- 35- go- 32- 15 years 5,850- 

4,700 65 100 65 10,000 

RES(XJFCEPRCYlJECTIcNAL,~~IvE 

In Situ 2,100- 30- 30- 9- 10 years 2,450- 
4,200 55 2,940 42 50 21 5,750 5,200- 5,000- 

Surface 42& 
12,350 10,000 

6- 90- 5- 5vears 2,750- 

*All developnt was xaumed to occur in the central and southern part of PR Spring STSA. 



. 
TZU3LE 4-5 

Tar Sand-Magnitude of Conceptual 
Developmnt in Acreage Disturbance 

for the PR Spring STSA* 

T&al 
of All 

Disturb- 
Under- axlceS 

IeImanent H-%7 (AT1 
Facilities Rehabil- Mditional . . 

(Plant itation Area in &Z, 
ASSUIllSd ASS~ Site N- Disturbance Total 'fatal Ixounded 

ASSUKBSd Developt Developmnt Storage AI-muill seeded Waste and of All of Ala. to 
Develop- Probable By Mining By Mining Assumed Faci.iys, Mining and Tailings Disturb- Disturb- Nearest 

Project 
(PCs 

Disturbance Fenced) Piles) anCeS anCeS 100 
mm Life (pa mm mm Mm (Acres) Acres 

G In Situ 50-70 44,500- 20 yrs. 5 5 15 0 25 11,125- 
89,000 62,300 15,575 13,400- 

22,700 
Surface 10-20 8,900- 20 y-s. 5 5 15 o-15 25-40 2.225- 

In Situ 50-70 11,750- 20 yrs. 5 5 15 0 25 2,950- 
23,500 16,450 4,110 3,800- 

6,600 
Surface 10-20 2,350- 15 yrs. 5 7 20 O-20 32-52 750- 

4,700 2,450 

RESCURCEPR0I'ECl?I0NALTERNATIVE 

In Situ 50-70 2,100- 10 yrs. 5 10 30 0 45 950- 
4,200 2,950 1,330 1,400- 

2,200 
Surface 10-20 420- 5 y-lx. 5 20 60 15 100 420- 

840 840 
*A%1 developnts wzre assumd to occur in the central and southexn potilons of the PR SprIngI 



TAELE 4-6 
Sand and Gravel-BQgnitude 

Conceptual DeveBop3nt in Acreage 
of 
.Qistuhance 

Toeal 

(Es, ' 
Anticipated 

Dermnd (acres) 
(Annual) (lo-Year) 

Rehabilitated 
Area Percent) 

(10 Years) 

rntal Total 
Disturbance Disturbance* 

(Acres) (Acres) 
(10 Years) (10 Years) 

8,500 UquantifiabXe I.Jnhown unknown Unknawn 

RESCURCEPR0I'X3IcBJAL~T~ 

0 10-15 100-150 N/A** N/A** M/A* 

12,500 50-110 500-1,100 50 500-1,100 250-550 . 

8,500 20-50 200-500 50 200-500 loo-250 

*Includes rehabilitation. 
**bbt a&ic&le as no develwt would occur under this alternative. 
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3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

The difference between initial and projected 
livestock use levels would be based on site po- 
tentials, the level of interacting use demands, 
and the level and direction of management. 

Livestock operators will have up to five years to 
adjust ranching operations to coincide with any 
final adjusted livestock utilization levels. 

Range data are sufficient to indicate current 
ecological condition and trend. 

Noncompetitive use for forage between lives- 
tock and wildlife was not taken into consider- 
ation in the original allocation process. This 

*would amount to an unknown quantity of addi- 
tional forage that would be available for wildlife 
and livestock. 

Forage which would be available for wildlife, on 
State and private lands, has not been included 
in allocating forage for wildlife. 

The forage inventories and forage adjudications 
(AUMs) completed in the early 1960’s are accu- 
rate with respect to total forage production and 
total utilization levels by livestock and wildlife. 
However, due to the kind and intensity of inven- 
tory conducted and the limited number of elk 
and wild horses at the time of adjudication, the 
following criteria were not fully considered (Old- 
royd 1984): 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

Mitigation 

Noncompetitive livestock/wildlife 
forage utilization, 

Suitability, including distance from 
water, 

Forage adjudication for wild 
horses, 

Forage adjudication for elk. 

for forage actions are incorporated within 
the attematives. See forage section in Chapter 2 and 
Appendix 8, Mitigating Measures for Land Treatments. 

Wildlife and Wild Horse Assumptions 
There will be an unquantifiable loss in crucial big 

game range on State and private land. The loss would 
increase the big game forage demand on other State 
and Federal land. 

In any of the locations identified as having potential 
habitat for threatened and endangered plant species, 
clearance of the area will be required, as prescribed by 
law, and prior to initiating any surface disturbing activ- 
ity, such as range improvement work, minerals develop- 
ment, watershed protection, etc. 

Woodland Assumptions 
Productive timberland (Douglas fir) would be har- 

vested on a 150-year rotation, woodland on a 150-year 
rotation for medium production sites, and a 125-year ro- 
tation for high production sites (pinyon-juniper), and cot- 
tonwood on a 65-year rotation. No live aspen or pon- 
derosa pine would be harvested. 

In calculating the allowable cut, the woodland re- 
source for the Winter Ridge WSA is not included in the 
Current Management Alternative. The interim manage- 
ment policy does not permit commercial harvest of 
woodland products. However, for the other three alter- 
natives, the forest resource is included in the allowable 
cut and would become available for harvest, if the area 
is determined to be unsuitable for wilderness. 

Recreation Assumptions 
Flows of less than 250 cfs in the White River would 

be insufficient for floatboating. 

Visual Resources Assumptions 
Many projects would have short-term visual impacts 

(three to five years) that may exceed the management 
objectives for a particular VRM class. However, these 
impacts would not be considered significant providing 
the projects conform to management objectives in the 
long term (10 to 20 years) following implementation. 

Water Use Assurnptions 

1. Water usa under Current Management in- 
cludes: 

-28,000 acre-fad for White River Shale 
0il Corporation (tracts U-a and U-b), 

-7TplO acre-feet for the high-/eve! 
scenario projected in the Mntah Basin 
Synfwels Deve@mei7B ES (37000 for 
eight SyRfwais projt?cPs, 20,000 for 
mwnic@al or indwstria! wse and 20,060 
for agricultural wse), 

-An estimated 62,000 acre-fact for the 
unresolved l&e Tribe entitlements, 

-For a total of 16ZOOO acre-feet of 
wafer. 

2. Because of the many uncertainties regarding 
development technology, no attempt is made to 
quantify water needs for tar sand development. 

3. All water needed for oil shale development 
would come from the White River. 
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4. The amounts of water needed to develop two 
oil shale tracts would be the same as for de- 
veloping tracts U-a and U-b (28,000 acre-feet). 

5. Capacity of the White River Darn is 109,000 
acre- fP. 

Water Quality Assumptions 
All waste water from oil shale development would be 

confined and recycled so it would not reach surface or 
ground water. 

Land Tenure Adjustment Assumptions 
Where valuable minerals can be identified, all mineral 

rights would be reserved on land identified for disposal, 
unless the land is exchanged for other land having 
equal value. 

Air Quality Assumptions 
1. The potential impacts to air quality from 

additional mineral leasing are based upon the 
probable production levels and mining and 
processing methods discussed previously in the 
minerals assumptions. 

2. This air quality analysis was developed using 
several previously completed air quality 
analyses including the Uintah Basin Synfuels 
WBS) Development analysis (Systems 
Applications 1983), the Combined Hydrocarbon 
Leasing EIS (BLM 1983f: Aerocomp 1984), and 
the Federal Oil Shale Management Program 
EIS (BLM 1983b; Dietrich et al. 1983). The 
analysis is based on the assumption that the 
high production level scenario of the Uintah 
Basin Synfuels Development EIS would occur 
over the next decade (BLM 198213). This would 
represent the worst case analysis; however, 
eventual development may be somewhat less. 
The UBS analysis also considered the impact 
of the Bonanza Power Plant and the Plateau 
Oil Refinery as point sources. 

3. The criteria for determination of the significance 
of impacts to air quality are related to the 
regulatory limitations set on air quality by the 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) 
Regulations and the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) (Appendix 13). 

Socioeconomic Assumptions 
A Denver Research Institute study identified a 10 

percent annual population growth as being a general 
threshold level at which a government’s ability to meet 
increased service demands often breaks down. This 

level was used in determining the abilities of com- 
munities in this document to accommodate increased 
growth. 

The economic and social analyses were based on 
the assumption that certain interrelated projects outside 
the scope of this document would be constructed. The 
projects include those discussed in the high production 
level scenario of the Uintah Basin Synfuels Develop- 
ment EIS (BLM 1982b). 

MINERALS 
Concurrent development of separate mineral re- 

sources, such as oil shale, tar sand, and oil and gas, 
in the same vicinity, could result in delays to one or the 
other of the developments. Cooperation between indi- 
vidual developers working in multiple-lease areas would 
be necessary to avoid or minimize resource loss. 

In certain areas, oil and gas and combined hydrocar- 
bon leases would be subject to special mitigating meas- 
ures which may be perceived as being unduly restric- 
tive by certain people or organizations. These special 
mitigating measures (reflected by the category system) 
would be of particular concern in areas with higher po- 
tential for oil and gas and tar sand resources. Table 4-7 
compares category designations against favorable 
areas for oil and gas and tar sand resources by alfer- 
naPives. On the other hand, any development in these 
same areas may be considered to be unduly destruc- 
tive by certain other people or organizations. 

Approximately 12,000 acres of tar sand within the Hill 
Creek STSA overlaps with the NOSR II (Figure 2-10). 
The tar sands within this area would be in Category 4, 
no lease under all alternatives, as required by Execu- 
tive Order dated December 6, 1916. Development of 
the energy resources in this area would be delayed in- 
definitely. 

Right-of-Way Corridors 
A variety of developments ranging from oil and gas 

pipelines to roads and powerlines could be located 
within a designated corridor. An individual project could 
cause a surface disturbance from 30 to 100 feet or 
three to twelve acres per mile. Although, theoretically, 
a mile wide corridor could contain more than one 
hundred rights-of-way, current undesignated corridors 
contain a maximum of three. The types of impacts 
which could be expected from road construction would 
be similar to those previously described in the environ- 
mental assessment for the proposed highway from 
Bonanza to Vernal, Utah (BLM 1981a). Impacts of 
pipelines and electrical transmission lines would be 
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similar to those described in environmental impact 
statements for Mapco’s Rocky Mountain Liquid Hydro- 
carbons Pipeline (BLM 1980b) and the Moon Lake 
Power Plant Project (BLM 1981 b). 

Corridor designation would reduce anticipated en- 
vironmental impacts from random or unplanned right-of- 
way networks by avoiding sensitive resource areas. 
Surface and visual disturbances associated with rights- 
of-way development would be confined to corridor 
areas. In some cases, costs to companies constructing 
the projects may increase an unquantified amount due 
to an increase in miles necessary to remain within the 
corridor. Processing of applications would be expedited 
through simplified environmental review. 

Although. environmental consideration is a criterion 
used in selecting corridor routes, not all resource con- 
fiicts could be resolved. Conflicts with important re- 
source values are shown by alternative for each cor- 
ridor segment (Appendix 9, Utility Corridor Segments by 
Alternative). 

Borage 
This general section contains facts and impacts that 

are common to more than one locality or alternative. 
The facts and impacts are discussed in detail in this 
section and are merely referred to in the rest of the 
text. 

The basic unit affected by the actions proposed 
under the respective alternatives is the ecological site. 
For purposes of analysis and application of manage- 
ment, the natural environment has been classified into 
sites. Each site is characterized by a particular climate, 
specific soils, a defined mix of plants, and a certain pro- 
duction potential. Elevation, aspect, and parent material 
have a direct bearing on these characterizing elements. 
Grazing animals (livestock, wildlife, wild horses) can 
have a significant effect on the plant mix or vegetation. 
Soils may also be affected but less directly. The degree 
of livestock grazing impact is directly related to the site. 
For instance, a desert site generally has lighter colored, 
less fertile soils and sparser vegetation than a mountain 
site. Hence, the impact of a given stocking level would 
be much greater on a desert site than on a mountain 
site. 

The practice of allocating a ljortion of the annual for- 
age production, (an amount in balance with plant 
needs) to consumptive use by livestock, is termed 
“proper use stocking”. The concept of proper use allows 
the maintenance of plant food reserves, resists invasion 
of undesirable and unproductive plants, and allows for 
the increase of desirable plants and ground water 
supplies by improving ground cover and infiltration 
(Dyksterhuis 1951). Harvest of a portion of the annual 
plant production tends to stimulate growth and plant 
vigor, thus ensuring sustained yield by the plant. The 

level of use needed to attain sustained use is relative 
to the specific plant, the site, and the season of har- 
vest. Proper use of major forage plants is usually set 
at 50 percent (BLM 19839). However, it has been found 
that light use (21 to 40 percent) is generally more con- 
ducive to range improvement than moderate use (41 to 
60 percent) (BLM 19839). 

Heavy grazing can have excessive impact on the root 
system of p!ants. Approximately one third of the root 
system must be replaced annually. Under heavy use, 
replacement cannot take place: hence, root volume and 
plant vigor decreases. The plant’s ability to compete 
with less desirable plants, often weedy annuals, is re- 
duced. The result is a decline in site condition (Hormay 
1970, Dietz 1975). If excessive use of the vegetative 
cover occurs over a prolonged period, significant soil 
loss could occur. The basic site could be altered and 
long-term productivity reduced. 

Hormay also pointed out that it is unrealistic to as- 
sume plants will be grazed at proper use levels simply 
by adjusting stocking levels. Livestock graze selectively 
both by plant species and by areas. This can result in 
over-use of preferred plants and accessible areas, 
especially floodplains, riparian zones, water service 
areas, trails, bedgrounds, sheltering areas, etc. Selec- 
tive grazing under constant stocking l?vels combined 
with wide, natural variability in annual production, can 
result in severe use of preferred plants and grazing 
areas, particularly during dry years. 

It has been determined that grazing during the spring 
growth period has the greatest impact on a plant’s abil- 
ity to maintain adequate levels of root reserves. As 
much as 75 percent of a plant’s stored carbohydrates 
are required to initiate the first 10 percent of new 
growth (Stoddard and Smith 1955). Grazing during any 
part of the growth period reduces the plant’s carbohyd- 
rate reserves (Cook 1966). 

Plant reproduction is a critical element in maintaining 
or improving desirable range conditions (Hormay 1970). 
Periodic deferment to allow production of seed and 
seedling establishment is vital for key plants which re- 
produce through seed. 

Grazing practices, such as continuous grazing, which 
do not take into account the physiological requirements 
of the plant, would have a detrimental impact on site 
condi!ion. The extent and intensity of the impact would 
relate to the stocking level. 

Reductions in livestock numbers do not necessarily 
result in improvement of site conditions. If the selective 
pattern of grazing is not changed, the plant’s physiolog- 
ical requirements still may not be met. 

Complete deferment of grazing during the critical 
plant gl.owth period (from plant beginning to the peak 



CHAP. 4 - ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

flowering stage) of key plants, on an annual basis, is 
the single most effective treatment in restoring and 
maintaining plant vigor. Systems whicq provide periodic 
deferment will also result in improvement, but on a 
rnore long-term basis. 

Conversely, deferment of grazing during the critical 
spring growth period can impose hardships to livestock 
operations (see economic section, Resource Protection 
Alternative). 

Winter grazing generally has less impact than other 
seasons of use because plants are dormant and car- 
bohydrate reserves are least affected (Cook 1966, 
Hutchings and Stewart 1953). This is particularly true 
where grasses and forbs, which store food reserves in 
the roots, are key management species. 

Where shrubs are key forage plants, adverse impacts 
can occur when more than the current year’s growth is 
harvested, since food reserves are stored in both the 
roots and twigs. Heavy winter grazing can result in de- 
pletion or loss of black sage, winter fat, or other 
species depending on the kind of grazing animal and 
intensity of use (Holmgren and Hutchings 1974). 

The concept of rest rotation grazing comes closest to 
satisfying plant physiological requirements since sys- 
tematic deferment is provided to maintain or improve 
plant carbohydrate reserves, seed production and 
seedling establishment. Under this system, livestock 
are also afforded periodic maximum use of the forage. 

Impacts to the grazing animals can be somewhat dif- 
ferent than plant response. In some instances rotation 
grazing can increase livestock stress and reduce ani- 
mal gains. Yearling gains were higher under continuous 
grazing than under deferred grazing according to (Hor- 
may 1970). However, where the ecologic range condi- 
tion is poor or fair and the pasture overgrazed, livestock 
gains would be low but would increase as forage condi- 
tions improved (Hormay 1970). Where conditions were 
good, rotation grazing would reduce individual animal 
gains, but total production would increase due to great- 
er carrying capacity and livestock numbers (Smoliak 
1960). 

The manner in which the livestock are handled and 
the time allowed for pasture moves are important fac- 
tors in animal stress (BLM 19839). The degree of nega- 
tive impact, resulting from a grazing system, relates to 
the arrangement and number of pastures and the in- 
crease in AUMs derived from following the grazing sys- 
tem. Where grazing systems are simple (having a mini- 
mal number of pastures and well-arranged moves), and 
a substantial increase in AUMs from the grazing system 
is gained, there is no net negative impact (BLM 19839). 

Some beneficial affects can accrue to livestock under 
rotation grazing. Early use can be made of rest pas- 
tures. Old growth can provide shelter to calves and can 

reduce incidences of grass tetany and scours. The im- 
pact cf rest required for pastures (one and one-half to 
three years) in conjunction with vegetative treatment 
can be lessened, if the required rest can be scheduled 
with the normal rest treatment (Hormay 1970). Breeding 
success can be increased by subdividing large areas 
into pastures. Cows are concentrated and more avail- 
able to bulls. 

Ecologic condition and forage production can be im- 
proved through vegetative treatment. Prescribed burn- 
ing of dense (25 percent or greater canopy), big sageb- 
rush would greatly reduce canopy of big sagebrush. 
Grass cover would ,increase resulting in at least a 
doubling of forage productjon (Ralfs and Busby 1979). 
The longevity of the effects depend on the grazing 
practices applied and moisture patterns. 

Chemical treatment to control sagebrush has resulted 
in similar increases in production. Doubled yields were 
reported on study plots receiving 10 to 13 inches of an- 
nual precipitation (Nielson and Hinckley 1975). On sites 
where sagebrush was intermingled with browse 
species, damage occurred to aspen, chokecherry, ser- 
viceberry. snowberry, and bitterbrush (Blaisdell and 
Mueggler 1956). However, a large proportion of these 
species resprouted abundantly. Bitterbrush was consis- 
tently killed if sprayed when plants were less than 12 
inches tall (Nielson and Hinkley 1975). Plants over 12 
inches were only slightly damaged if spraying occurred 
prior to, or at the time of leaf origin. 

Significant increases in bitterbrush density can occur 
following chemical trea!ment. Forbs are generally re- 
duced when treated with the herbicide 2-4-D (Nielson 
and Hinkley 1975). Of 38 species studied, 13 were 
moderately or severely damaged. Among them were 
balsam root milk vetch, bluebell, and lupine (Blaisdell 
and Mueggler 1956). 

Chaining pinyon and juniper allows release of under- 
story forage or seeded species and can result in pro- 
duction of 200 to 700 pounds per acre (Valentine 
1971). The debris ,and disturbance resulting from chain- 
ing can have an adverse effect on the aesthetics of the 
area. In areas with woodlarld value, it can also greatly 
reduce the value of woodland products. It has also 
been observed that the incidence of fire is greater in 
chained areas (Smith 1984). 

Cultural Resources 
Construction and land modification activities could 

cause disturbance and modification to cultural re- 
sources that occur within the affected area. Impacts 
could include destruction or alteration of the resource 
base (sites, artifact and feature relationships, artifact 
displacement; removal, destruction and alteration of the 
surrounding environment) and the introduction of visual, 
audible and atmospheric elements out of character with 
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the present environment. These impacts would result in 
a loss of scientific, educational and recreational values 
in a site or region and a loss of a portion of the re- 
source base for future research or use. The loss of any 
information could have a significant impact on efforts to 
reconstruct the prehistory and history of the region, in- 
cluding data pertinent to many other types of an- 
thropological studies and related disciplines. The major- 
ity of site disturbance could be avoided by proper 
placement of facilities. Where avoidance is not possi- 
ble, data recovery by salvage excavation would mitigate 
most adverse effects. The total number and signifi- 
cance of the affected sites is unknown. 

The loss of these values, on the other hand, would 
be partially offset by information gained from overall ex- 
cavation and salvage programs. Such information 
would add to the growing data base for cultural re- 
sources in Utah and enhance our knowledge of prehis- 
toric resource utilization and settlement patterns. 

Indirect impacts would increase as a result of greater 
accessibility and local population increases. Recrea- 
tional activities of two types, those intentional illegal ac- 
tivities associated with artifact collection and treasure 
hunting, and unintentional recreational use (hiking, 
hunting, off-road vehicles), could car&%? irreparable site 
damage. Both scientific and aesthetic site values would 
be lost as a result of these indirect impacts. 

Site specific effects would be assessed when project 
specific locations, applied technologies, and flght-~f- 
way locations are determined (BLM 1981 b). 

Paleontology 
The primary concentration of hydrocarbon develop- 

ment would occur in the Green River and Uinta Forma- 
tions which are known to contain important fossils of 
fish, reptile, bird and mammal species. Construction ac- 
tivities could also provide new paleontological informa- 
tion. 

An unknown amount of paleontological resources 
would be destroyed by ground-disturbing activities. 
Large scale mining activities could destroy or reveal 
buried paleontological resources. Those projects which 
disturb only the soil layer’would have the least probabil- 
ity of destroying or discovering paleontological remains. 

Collection and removal of fossils from known fossil 
areas would result from the anticipated population in- 
crease, resultant increase of people in known fossil 
areas, and the exposure of fossils by project construc- 
tion. An unquantifiable amount of paleontological re- 
sources which have scientific and educational values 
would be lost. 

Endangered, Threatened, afld Sensitive 

Plant 
Species 
Surface-disturbing activities proposed for each alter- 

native would have the potential to adversely affect en- 
dangered, threatened, and sensitive plant species and 
their habitats. Impacts could include destruction of indi- 
vidual plants and destruction or degradation of oc- 
cupied and potential habitats. 

Mitigating measures requiring survey and clearance 
prior to proposed surface disturbing actions would re- 
duce the potential for significant endangered and 
threatened plant or habitat loss. In some areas, re- 
source development could not occur due to the pres- 
ence of endangered or threatened species. 



MINERALS 

Interre8ated Impacts 

State leased and private oil shale and tar sand pro- 
jects, (BLM 1982b) when considered collectively, would 
use a major portion of the available air quality incre- 
ments and 36 percent of available White River water 
supply (refer to water use and air quality sections). Be- 
cause of this, some future oil shale and/or tar sand pro- 
grams located on public lands could be significantly de- 
layed or eliminated. Air quality and water rights are 
handled through the State of Utah. 

Oil and Gas 
BLM Impacts 

Total annual disturbance from drilling activities as- 
sociated with 40 to 80 new wells would be 160 to 480 
acres. Approximately 50 to 150 acres associated with 
non-producible wells would be subsequently available 
for reclamation. This level of activity and resulting dis- 
turbance would remain the same under every alterna- 
tive. Drilling activities would continue to depend on mar- 
ket conditions. 

The conflicts between other surface resources (re- 
fiected by the category system) and the potential oil 
and gas areas (favorability system) is summarized by 
alternative in Table 4-7 (Acreage Conflicts Between 
Category Designations and Oil and Gas Favorability 
Areas). 

BLM’s interim wilderness management policy could 
delay development of some existing and potential 
leases in the Winter Ridge Wilderness Study Area (UT- 
080-730, BLM 1979a), (Figure l-4). The oil and gas re- 
sources could remain undisturbed until Congress 
makes a wilderness or non-wilderness determination. 

Oil Shale 

BLM Impacts 

Anticipated production levels, environmental impacts, 
and mitigating measures associated with the White 
River Shale Project are analyzed in a detailed develop- 
ment plan, and will not be repeated here (Bechtel Pe- 
troleum 1981). 

No additional leasing would occur. 

Tar Sand 

BLM Impacts 

No tar sand development would be allowed under 
this alternative: therefore, no impacts resulting from tar 

sand development would occur. 

Gilsonite 

Current activity and production levels would continue 
to depend on market trends. A total of 5 to 45 mine 
staging areas would be developed on new Federal 
leases causing a surface disturbance of 15 to 135 
acres over a 10 year period. This level of impact would 
remain constant under all alternatives. 

Sand and Gravel 

BLM Impacts 

No significant use of sand and gravel would occur as 
a result of BLM proposed actions for this alternative. 
Over the next several years, surface disturbance result- 
ing from sand and gravel development would be neglig- 
ible, as removal would generally continue to occur in 
established removal areas. 

uitding Stome 

BLM Impacts 

Collection of building stone would continue at approx- 
imately the same levels as experienced in the past sev- 
eral years. Anticipated demand would not require the 
opening of new building stone areas or major expan- 
sion of old ones; therefore, little additional surface dis- 
turbance would occur. 

RIGHT-OF-WAY CORRI 

BLM Impacts 

Approximately 61,500 acres would be informally de- 
signated as corridors under this alternative (Figure 2-5). 
Should these corridors be developed, anticipated re- 
source conflicts would occur in crucial wildlife habitat, 
critical and severe erosion areas, habitat for threatened 
and sensitive plant species, floodplains, a river corridor, 
a public water reserve, visual resource management 
areas, and productive woodlands (Appendix 9, Utility 
Corridors and Segments by Alternative). However, be- 
cause the number of rights-of-way applications that 
would be received over the next several years is not 
known, anticipated impacts cannot be quantified. Site 
specific environmental documentation would be pre- 
pared for construction within the 170 miles of proposed 
corridors when specific right-of-way applications are re- 
ceived. 



Table 4-7 

Acreage Conflicts Between Category Designations and Oil and Gas Favorability Areas 

5LM 
Designation 

Category 1 
Standard 

Stipulations 

Cd&gory 2 Cdltegory 3 
Special No Surface 

Stipulations Occupancy 

Current Situation Alternative 

Category 4 
d 

Lbise 

Oil & Gas 
kavorablllty 
Fl (loud) 

iF2 (moderate) 

23,000 0 5,000 4,000 

653,000 159,000 21,000 12,000 

F3 (high) 1\7,000 27,000 6,000 0 

Resource Protqztion Alternative 

Fl 2.oqo 26,000 2.OOQ 0 

F2 416,000 370,000 38,000 24,000 

F3 55.000 70,000 9.000 12.000 

Comodity Production Alternative 

Fl 28,000 2,000 0 0 

F2 815,000 29,000 3,000 0 

F3 146,000 4,000 

Balanced Use Alternative 

iI 0 

Fl 22.000 1,000 0 7,OOQ 

F2 470.000 365.000 13,000 0 

F3 60,000 aa,ooo_ 2.000 0 
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The informal corridors considered for this alternative 
would not be sufficient to accommodate anticipated in- 
dustry requirements. 

FORAGE 

Interrela?ed Impacts 

There are two interrelated projects which will effect 
the forage resource in the BCRA: the White River 
Shale Project and the White River Dam Construction 
(Bechtel Petroleum, Inc. 1981) (BLM 1982c). These 
impacts will occur within the Bonanza-Rainbow Locality; 
five allotments will be affected (Table 4-9, Forage Im- 
pacts from Interrelated Projects). 

The permittees in the Little Emma and White River 
Bottoms allotments will be the only operators that are 
significantly affected. Construction and spent oil shale 
disposal WIII eliminate 14 percent of the forage in the 
Little Emma allotment. The loss of forage will exceed 
ten years iI? duration; however, rehabilitation may even- 
tually eliminate the loss. The White River Bottoms allot- 
ment will lose 21 percent of the available forage. Since 
this area will become part of the White River Dam Re- 
servoir, the forage will be permanently lost. 

BLM Impacts 

Blue Mountain Locality: 

Authorization of 5,835 AUMs for livestock and 1,768 
AUMs for wildlife would continue under this alternative. 
A gradual decline in ecological condition would continue 
on three allotments: Blue Mountain AMP, Point of 
Pines, and Stuntz Valley. Three other allotments would 
remain static (Appendix 14, Anticipated Trend in 
Ecological Condition). Approximately 7,200 acres (19 
percent) would decline. Of the areas in decline, approx- 
imately 10 percent would change a full condition class 
(Appendix ‘16, Anticipated Changes in Ecological Condi- 
tion Class). The remaining 30,800 acres would remain 
in a static condition. This decline would occur mainly in 
the mounta.in stony loam and mountain loam sites (Ap- 
pendix 10, Ecological Sites and Conditions by Locality). 
Sagebrush would continue to increase on the sageb- 
rush treated areas because no treatment of sagebrush 
would take place. The apparent decline in condition re- 
sults from three factors: the current pattern of heavy 
utilization of forage by livestock and wildlife, continuous 
season long use, and the natural tendency of sageb- 
rush to dominate over grass. 

Bonanza-Rainbow Locality: 

Continuation of the present grazing practices and 
37,352 AUF& for livestock, 762 AUMs for antelope, 480 
AUMs for wild horses, and an unknown portion of 

12,784 AUMs for deer would not change the existing 
trend in ecological condition. Six allotments (Antelope 
Draw,. Asphalt Draw AMP, Hells Hole, Olsen AMP, 
Stateline, and West Deadman), would continue to im- 
prove and 19 allotments would remain stable. Four al- 
lotments would continue to decline: Badlands, Jensen, 
Kane Hollow, and Spring Hollow Appendix 14 (Antici- 
pated Trend in Ecological Condition) and Appendix 5 
(Forage Actions by Alternative). Approximately 24,800 
acres would continue to decline, 363,600 acres would 
remain static and 244,900 acres would continue to im- 
prove. A net effect for the locality would be a change 
of less than 5 percent in ecological condition class from 
fair to good Appendix 16 (Anticipated Change in 
Ecological Condition Class). 

Areas that are receiving light or no grazing use due 
to a lack of water, licensed nonuse, or other limiting 
factors, would continue to show an improvement in 
ecological condition. Areas where livestock tend to con- 
centrate (near water, bedgrounds, etc.), or where heavy 
spring use occurs, would continue to decline or remain 
static. Season long use would affect plant vigor as dis- 
cussed in the general impact section. The present prac- 
tice of grazing fewer animals (39 percent nonuse) 
would decrease the potential for forage impacts result- 
ing from spring grazing. 

Both antelope and wild horses would continue to con- 
sume forage which has been allocated for livestock 
use. Based upon the existing level of livestock nonuse, 
the forage resource would not be overutilized; however, 
the improvement in ecological condition that would be 
expected through livestock nonuse would not be at- 
tained. 

In this locality, 308 AUMs of forage would be lost as 
a result of mineral developments (Appendix 15, Forage 
Impacts). 

Book Cliffs Locality: 

The trend of ecological condition would remain un- 
changed with current grazing practices and allocations 
of 17,351 AUMs for livestock, 108 AUMs for wild 
horses, an unknown portion of 12,784 AUMs for deer, 
and an unknown portion of 3,192 AUMs for elk. Three 
allotments (Atchee Ridge AMP, Horse Point AMP, and 
Sweetwater AMP) would continue to have an improve- 
ment in ecological condition; four allotments would re- 
main in. a static ecological condition. No allotments 
would decline in overall ecological condition (Appendix 
14, Anticipated Trend in Ecological Condition). Approxi- 
mately 4,400 acres would decline in ecological condi- 
tion, 86,800 acres would remain in a static condition, 
and 212,900 acres would continue to improve. The net 
improvement would be a change of less than 5 percent 
in ecological condition class (Appendix 16, Anticipated 
Trend in Ecological Condition Class). 
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Table 4-9 

Forage B-pacts Fbxn Interrelated Projects 

PCfCeIltiCJe 

Approximate AppOXillli3~ OfActive 

AllotmntNam&Number pcres Iost ziuMs Lost Prefcmznc@ 

Flhi* River Shale Project 

Hells Hole 

Little Ii.hma 

dsklbtotal 

8819 

5852 

White River Dam Project 

WhiteFCver 

Bottm 5850 

State Line 5863 

Antelope Draw 5854 

subtotal 

lbtdl 4,467 910 

470 27 1% 

2,475 653 14% 

2,945 680 

640 103 

285 41 

597 86 

1,522 230 

21% 

2% 

1% 
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Four allotments (Atchee Ridge AMP, Horse Point 
AMP, Sweetwater AMP, and Winter Ridge AMP) total- 
ling approximately 270,200 acres, would operate under 
grazing systems which rotate grazing use to avoid the 
impacts of spring grazing upon plant vigor. Three allot- 
ments (Book Cliffs Pasture, McClelland, and Westwater 
Point) approximately 11 percent of the locality, would 
operate with season-long grazing use Appendix 5 (For- 
age Actions by Alternative). The changes in ecological 
condition resulting from grazing distribution, licensed 
nonuse (25 percent), and season-long grazing would be 
similar to the impacts described for the Bonanza-Rain- 
bow Locality. 

A lack of water on many of the ridges would keep 
both livestock and wildlife from using the existing for- 
age, even though it was allocated during the 1960’s 
(Oldroyd 1984). Forage consumption would thus be in- 
creased in areas in proximity to useable water. The 
nonuse taken by livestock operators and the existing 
wildlife populations, would not result in enough cumula- 
tive demand for forage to adversely affect range trend. 
Localized problems in range condition, totalling approxi- 
mately 4,400 acres, would exist (Appendix 11, Allot- 
ment Statistics). 

Wild horses would continue to use approximately 108 
AUMs which have been allocated to livestock. No com- 
petition would occur for the forage because of the exist- 
ing livestock nonuse. The total improvement in ecologi- 
cal condition that would be expected to result through 
livestock nonuse, would not be attained. 

Forage for elk (approximately 3,200 AUMs) would 
continue to be provided from forage that was initially al- 
located to deer (approximately 38,800 AUMs). The av- 
erage deer use in herd unit 28A would be approxi- 
mately 12,800 AUMs. This leaves approximately 22,800 
AUMs allocated for, but unused by wildlife in deer herd 
unit 28A and elk herd unit 21. 

Within this locality, approximately 224 AUMs would 
be lost through mineral developments (Appendix 15, 
Forage Impacts). 

Will Creek Locality: 

Continuation of the present grazing practices and 
6,442 AUMs for livestock, 1,881 AUMs for wild horses, 
an unknown portion of 12,784 AUMs for deer, and an 
unknown portion of 3,192 AUMs for elk would not 
change the present trend in ecological condition. No al- 
lotments would decline. Three allotments (Lower Show- 
alter, Oil Shale, and Ute) would continue to improve; 
nine allotments would remain static (Appendix 14, Anti- 
cipated Trend in Ecological Condition). Approximately 
107,200 acres would remain in a static condition and 
32,700 acres would continue to improve. A net im- 
provement would be a change of less than 5 percent 
in ecological condition class (Appendix 16, Anticipated 
Trend in Ecological Condition Class). 

Two allotments (Green River AMP and West 
Tabyago AMP), totalling approximately 32,100 acres, 
would operate with grazing systems that would rotate 
livestock use to avoid the impacts of spring grazing. 
Ten allotments (approximately 77 percent of this local- 
ity) would operate with season-long grazing use (Ap- 
pendix 5, Forage Actions by Alternative). The changes 
in ecological condition resulting from grazing distribu- 
tion, licensed nonuse (49 percent), and season-long 
grazing would be similar to the impacts described for 
the Bonanza-Rainbow Locality. 

Wild horses would consume approximately 1,880 
AUMs that have been allocated for livestock use: Elk 
would also consume an unquantifiable amount of for- 
age which has been allocated for livestock use. The ex- 
pected total forage consumption by all animals would 
be less than the carrying capacity of the range, due to 
the large percentage of livestock nonuse taken by the 
permittees. The improvement in ecological condition 
that would be expected through nonuse would not be 
as great. 

Within this locality, approximately 437 AUMs would 
be lost through mineral developments (Appendix 15, 
Forage Impacts). 

BLM Impacts 

The utilization of 18,506 AUMs.Zof,.lexis&tg., forage 
from BLM lands by big game species, including 1,325 
AUMs from Dinosaur National Monument, and approxi- 
mately 2,469 AUMs by wild horses, would be sufficient 
to support big game and wild horse forage demands. 

The distribution of the various wildlife species would 
be: 911 antelope, (475 at Bonanza-herd unit 7, 136 at 
East Bench); 7,700 mule detl (1,500 at Blue Mountain- 
herd unit 26, 6,200 & Book Cliffs-herd unit 28A); 50.0. 
el~_(all located at. Book Cliffs-herd unit 21); 206 wild 
horses (40 at Bonanza, 157 at Hill Creek, 9 it Winter 
Ritige). Wild horse populations would continue to be 
managed at all 3 locations--Bonanza, Hill Creek, and 
Winter Ridge. Projected oil and gas development (up to 
80 new wells per year) would affect crucial antelope, 
mule deer, elk, and wild horse habitat. The majority of 
the animals affected would be displaced into surround- 
ing areas (Hamilton 1984). Forage lost to development 
is shown in (Appendix 15, Forage Impacts). lmpacfs to 
sage grouse populations on 5lue Mountain, East 
Bench, Winter Ridge, and the 5onanza and PR 
Spring areas would be insignificant. This is based 
on the buffer zone surrounding known leks *and 
mitigation provided (Appendix 4). Given the amount 
of surrounding suitable habitat, other upland game 
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bird species and waterfow/ would not be signific- 
antly affected. Opportunities for significant popula- 
tion expansion would probably be limited, should 
the projected degree of development occur simul- 
taneously. Generally speaking, the RCRA itself re- 
c&es tlmited waterfowl use. Displaced birds would 
most likely shit? their activities to adjacent habitat 
outside the ERA (the Green River, Ste,wart Lake, 
Pelican Lake, Pariette Waterfowl Area, etc.). The net 
overall change in number of broods produced 
would not be significant. 

While disturbing existing habitat conditions for the 
short term, over the long term prescribe burns would 
improve wildlife habitat and increase the quality of 
available forage. Development of 10 to 30 water pro- 
jects would result in a better distribution of big game 
species and result in utilization ot suitable areas of 
habitat and forage not currently in use. 

Threatened and endangered wildlife species would 
not be affected by development as detailed in this alter- 
native. 

WOODLANDS 

Interrelated impacts 

With an annual harvest rate of 6,500 cords, demand 
would exceed current wood growth by 2,400 cords by 
1995. In 1982, firewood demand from the population of 
the Uintah Basin amounted to 2,200 cords per year. By 
1995, the increased population associated with interre- 
lated projects proposed in the Basin could increase de- 
mand by 4,300 cords for a total of 6,500 cords per 
year. 

Assuming a harvest rate of 6,500 cords per year and 
an average stocking of 11 cords per acre, woodlands 
would be eliminated at a rate of approximately 220 
acres per year. The conversion of woodlands to range- 
land as a result of harvest activities would eventually 
result in additional forage for livestock and wildlife. 

BLM Impacts 

Because no actions which would result in large popu- 
lation increases are proposed for this alternative, de- 
mand for firewood in the BCRA would not significantly 
increase. 

Interrelated Impacts 

By 1995, the increased population associated with in- 
terrelated projects proposed in the Basin could increase 
the number of BCRA visitor hunting days by an addi- 
tional 3,650 to 10,420 visitor days. As a result, hunter 

success would likely decline by an unquantified 
amount, thereby lessening the recreational experience. 

In 1982, participation for all other forms of recreation 
such as small game hunting, river floating, and ORV 
use was estimated to be 7,200 visitor days. An esti- 
mated increase of 12,000 for a total of 19,200 visitor 
days is expected by 1995. The impact of increased visi- 
tor use will affect ORV use. Since the Current Manage- 
ment Alternative proposed no ORV travel restrictions, 
ORV travel is expected to increase by an unquantifiad 
amount, especially in areas close to Vernal and adja- 
cent to developed energy sites. 

It would be expected that damage to vegetation and 
soil, harassment to antelope and wild horse herds in 
the Bonanza area, and disruptions to the deer herd on 
their crucial winter range on Lower McCook Ridge 
would become a growing problem. 

Sufficient undeveloped areas would be available to 
accommodate the increase in dispersed activities such 
as sightseeing, camping and river floating. However, 
there would be a slight, undetermined decrease in sol- 
itude in popular use areas and a slight, undetermined 
increase in vandalism of both public and private prop- 
erty. 

BLM Impacts ’ 

Continuation of BLM current management would not 
change demand for outdoor recreation except for a 
small (400 visitor day) increase in big game hunting by 
the year 1995. 

No large-sized surface disturbances are anticipated 
that would alter VRM class standards. 

Retention of the Book Cliffs Mountain Browse Natural 
Area wou!d continue to provide a useful vegetation 
study plot where long-term vegetative changes on man- 
aged lands could be compared to untreated areas. . 

l=IRE MANAGEMENT 

BLM Impacts 

Employment of full suppression of wildfire would pro- 
tect 1,070,OOO to 1,075,OOO BCRA acres, safeguard prr- 
vate property, and prevent the spread of wildfire to non- 
Federal lands. 

Prescribed burns, while disrupting the existing condi- 
tions, would, in the long term, improve overall forage 
quality, benefitting livestock and wildlife. 

WATERSHED 

Water Use 
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Interrelated Impacts 

Interrelated projects would annually deplete 167,000 
acre-feet from the White River (refer to Chapter 4, 
Water Use Assumptions). The depletion is 36 percent 
of the average annual flow and exceeds by 58,000 
acre-feet the capacity of White River Dam. This would 
require proponents of some projects to purchase water 
rights from other sources. 

SLM Impacts 

Implementation of any of the BLM actions, would not 
cause a significant increase in water use. 

Water Quality 

Interrelated Impacts 

Depleting an additional 167,000 acre-feet of water 
from the White River per year, would increase the total 
dissolved solids (TDS) concentration at the mouth of 
the White River by an estimated 12 milligrams per liter 
(mg/l). At the Imperial Dam, the TDS increase would be 
approximately 5 mg;l. 

BLM Impacts 

BLM actions would have no significant impacts on 
water quality. 

Soils 

t3LM Impacts 

The construction of up to 500 detention-retention 
dams on the 10,000 acres of severe or critical erosion 
areas, would reduce soil loss by 64,000 tons over the 
next decade. Surface disturbances caused by dam con- 
gtruction would increase wind and water erosion by an 
expected insignificant, but undetermined, amount for 
three to five years. 

Under this alternative, severe and critical erosion 
areas would not be protected from oil and gas ac- 
tivities. However, the small amount of surface distur- 
bance (1,200 to 3,800 acres during the next decade) 
would not significantly affect cumulative soil erosion, al- 
though localized erosion problems could occur. 

No other BLM actions would significantly affect soils. 

Floodplains 

BLM Impacts 

Floodplains would not be significantly affected by im- 
plementation of any BLM actions. 

Boulevard Ridge Study Area 

BLM Impacts 

Management of the watershed study area would con- 
tinue IO provrde scientific data. 

LAND TENURE ADJUSTMENT 
BLM Impacts 

Land ownership could change on up to 1,360 acres 
available for exchange or sale (Figure 2-7). No applica- 
tions or specific proposals have been received, so a 
detailed impact analysis :s not possible at this time. 
However, no significant changes in environmental con- 
dition or land management practices would result if ex- 
changes or sales occurred as anticipated for this alter- 
native. Site specific environmental analyses would be 
done when proposals are received. 

Interrelated Impacts 

Air quality in the region of the BCRA is expected to 
deteriorate to some degree over the next ten years, 
without any further Federal leasing actions. Air pollution 
emissions from resource development, conversion ac- 
tivities and population growth, and the resulting air 
quality increment consumption, were analyzed in the 
Uintah Basin Synfuels Development EIS (BLM 1982b). 
The emission sources analyzed included units one and 
two of the Bonanza Power Plant, the White River Oil 
Shale Project, the Plateau Refinery Expansion, and 
seven Utah Synfuels proposals, assumed to be on line 
by 1990. Synfuel production levels analyzed were 
320,500 bpd for the high level alternative, and 121,400 
bpd for the low production level. 

It was determined that air quality impacts resulting 
from the direct emissions of these projects would not 
exceed applicable air quality standards and PSD incre- 
ments. However, near source, maximum. 24-hour aver- 
age total suspended particulate (TSP) concentrations, 
would be close to the Class II PSD incremental in- 
crease allowances. 

Secondary emission sources related to population 
growth and related activities were also analyzed. The 
analysis considered the potential limitation of the pre- 
vention of significant deterioration (PSD) Class I and 
Class II standards, as well as impacts to areas of spe- 
cial concern, including the Uintah and Ouray Indian Re- 
servation, Dinosaur National Monument, and the High 
Uintas Primitive Area. 

The Class II increment limitations could be exceeded 
in the Dinosaur National Monument and the Uintah and 
Ouray Indian Reservation. The impacts to Dinosaur Na- 
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tional Monument would be largely from secondary par- 
ticulate emissron sources, whereas impacts to the Uin- 
tah and Ouray Indian Reservation would be the result 
of both primary particulate emissions from the synfuels 
facilities and secondary emissions. Both the 24-hour 
maximum and annual average incremental limitations 
could be exceeded in these areas. The towns of Ver- 
nal, Utah and Rangely, Colorado, would also be sig- 
nificantly atfected, primarily from secondary emissions. 

Because most of these particulates are large, they 
are not respirable and are believed to have little health 
effect. If the fugitive dust from secondary sources were 
to be included ;n the consumption of the PSD incre- 
ments for TSP, and mitigation measures, such as pav- 
ing roadways, were not employed, it is quite likely that 
PSD Class II increments for TSP would be exceeded 
in much of the region. 

The predicted high TSP concentrations from secon- 
dary emissions are not expected to greatly reduce re- 
gional visibility: but, they would cause local dust clouds. 
Worst-case reductions in regional visual range are anti- 
cipated to occur in the summer when sulfate formation 
rates are highest. Worst regional visual range reduction 
is projected to be less than 10 percent, and would be 
principally due to sulfate aerosol formed in the atmos- 
phere from regional sulfur dioxide (S02) emissions 
from synthetic fuel facilities and power plants. For up to 
50 days annually, yellow-brown atmospheric discolora- 
tion, resulting from emissions of nitrogen oxides from 
synthetic fuel facilities and power plants, may be visible 
on the Uintah and Ouray Indian Reservation and at Di- 
nosaur National Monument. 

Significant, local reductions In visual range could oc- 
casionally be observed in stagnant haze layers, princi- 
pally in the winter. These hazes would be caused by 
TSP emissions from industrial facilities, wind-blown 
dust, dust from roadways, and smoke from residential 
wood stoves and fireplaces. The hazes would be 
localized and would not affect regional visibility. 

That amount of air quality degradation permitted for 
the interrelated projects is irretrievably committed for 
the life of those projects. Some degradation of air qual- 
ity would be irreversible due to established urbanization 
in the area after closure of the oil shale and tar sand 
facilities. 

BLM Impacts 

As no major new projects are considered in this alter- 
native, the continuation of ELM’s current management 
would have no significant impact on the region’s air 
quality. 

Methodologies and computations that were used to 

eSthate economic impacts are discussed in Appendix 
12 (Methodology for the Economic and Social Analy- 
sis). 

Economic Conditions 

Interrelated Impacts 

The local economic conditions would be affected by 
development of the interrelated projects identified in As- 
sumptions and Guidelines. 

The Uintah Basin Synfuels EIS analyzes various 
levels of development associated with these projects. 
The reader is referred to that document for an in depth 
analysis of the anticipated socioecor,omic impacts of 
synfuel development in the Uintah Basin. In summary, 
that analysis suggests that the most challenging conse- 
quence of the development of trie synfuels projects 
would be the need for orderly management of popula- 
tion growth and its attendant factors. The Uintah Basin 
population is projected to increase to as much as 
151,739 by 1995, or about two and one-half times its 
present number. This could create problems of sub- 
stantial magnitude for local city and county govern- 
ments, as well as for the Ute Indian Tribal Council. 
Meeting this challenge would necessitate a cooperative 
effort by the synfuels project developers, the governing 
entities, and the majority of the citizens involved. 

BLM Impacts 

Management decisions associated with the Book 
Cliffs RMP would not alter the interrelated projects or 
their resulting impacts. 

Implementation of the Current Management Alterna- 
tive would result in the retention of the existing oil and 
gas category system. As a result, oil and gas develop- 
ment would continue in much the same manner and 
production level as in the past, and would continue to 
be a reflection of current market conditions. Under this 
alternative, the petroleum industry would continue to 
provide 71 percent of the total employment in the min- 
ing sector of Uintah County, 16 percent of the total 
county employment, and 26 percent of total county per- 
sonal Income. Duchesne County would continue to re- 
ceive 30 percent of it’s employment and 44 percent of 
it’s income from the petroleum industry. These figures 
are averages, recognizing that the BCRA would con- 
tinue to experience minor “boom” and “bust” cycles, 
which would affect employment and personal income 
figures. 

For the foreseeable future, gilsonite, sand and gravel, 
metal mining, and miscellaneous mineral activities 
would continue as they have for the past several years. 
employing about 300 persons and contributing a minor 
amount of employment and personal income to Uintah 
County residents (Table 3-5). 
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CHAP. 4 - CURRENT MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVE 

Implementation of this c%rnative would not result in 
the development of the tar sclnd resource in the BCRA 
and oil shale development would be limited to the U-a 
and U-b leases. Therefcre, potentral emp!oyment and 
revenues associated witn tar sand and additional oil 
shale development would not be realized in the 
foreseeable future. 

None of the quantifiabis management actions under 
this alternative would ca!.rse any significant change to 
livestock operators or existrng lrvestock operations. The 
public rangeland forage available tc many livestock 
operators would continue io be decreased by ongoing 
mineral-related activities (see forage section). These 
losses would not affect existing forage use or rancher 
income; however, they would reduce the potential car- 
rying capacity of several ranches. Since one of the 
major factors affecting operator wealth is ranch carrying 
capacity, these forage losses could reduce ranch 
values. Since base properties are used as collateral for 
some types of ioans, a ,eduction In ranch value codId 
have some effect on the total indebtedness allowed. 

Since the aggregate rancher income is not expected 
to change under this alternative, the rancher’s ability to 
repay a loan shcnld nc? t? #ected 

Recreation activities would not be significantly af- 
fected by BLM recreatio,i management actions. How- 
ever, estimated population increases, as projected, 
would increase recreational activities and activity days. 
Expenditures, income, and employment in the impact 
area would correspondingly increase as more hunters 
are attracted to the area By 1995, BLM actions would 
result in a 400 hunter day increase and an $18,000 
hunter expenditure increase. 

Social Conditions 
None of the managem,?nt acttons discussed in imoic- 

menting the Current Manaqement Alternative would 
noticeably change the social environment of local com- 
munities. 

TRANSPORTATION 

Interrelated Impacts 

Increases in traffic volumes and changes in levels of 
service on the four major area highways, resulting from 
interrelated projects, are shown in Table 4-10. By 1995, 
all roads, with the exception of County Road 262 be- 
tween U.S. 40 and Bonanza, could have an unsatisfac- 
tory level of service which would result in a possible ac- 
cident rate increase, traffic congestion, and road de- 
terioration. 

If a new town were !o be constrcrcted at Westwater, 
in Grand county, as discussed in the economics sec- 
tron, a new road up the south slope of the Book Cliffs 
Mountarns to the BCRA. would be required. BLM ac- 
tions alone would not be the determining factor in de- 
ciding if such a town and highway would be buil+. If the 
new town and highway are ConstnJcred, the projected 
traffic volumes for the four major highways in the 
BCRA, could be reduced by an unknown amount. 

BLM Impacts 

Under this alternative, BLM impacts to transportation 
would be insignificant and the levels of service would 
not change from those discussed above. 

UNAVOIDA bE ADVERSE IIM 
Forage on an estimated 5,135 acres would be lost as 

a result of mineral developments. Ecologic condition 
wculd continue to decline on 38,600 acres. 

Wildlife and wild horses displaced by mineral de- 
velopment into surrounding areas of suitable habitat 
could be subject to crowding, stress, and competition 
for foraoe. water: and cover. In addition, an unquantifi- 
able amount of habitat surrounding each oil and gas 
well would be abandoned by most wildlife species. This 
impact could be significant if it is concentrated in or 
near deer and elk fawning and calving areas. 

An unquantifiable increase in soil erosion and loss 
would result from oil and gas activity. 

IRREVERSIBLE AND 
IRRE-l-RIEVA IX COMMITMENTS 
a= RESGUWCES 
Minerals mirif:d and stibsequently consumed or left 

underground as unrecoverable would be irretrievably 
lost. 

Soil lost to oil and gas activity would be an irretrieva- 
ale loss. 

Brg game losses through displacement from habitat, 
or illegal killing would be Irretrievable. Despite in- 
creased losses of individual animals, vitality of the 
herds would be expected to be maintained. 

RIM USE VEWSUS 
LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 
Because of constantly improving mining technology 

and practices, present mineral production would be less 
efficient than future mineral production. 

In areas where grazing has resulted in poor ecologi- 
cal condition, the loss of topsoil or source of seed for 
perennial plants, could reduce the long-term productiv- 
ity of the range. 



Table 4-10 
Projected Average Daily Traffic kvels for Current 

Baseline and InterrelatedProjects 

Highway 1985 1995 
fiY4qmmt Baseline Interrelated Total Baseline Interrelated Total 

Utah 88 

FrcmCuray 
to U.S. 40 

U.S. 40 

l?ran Utah 88 
tovernal 

FrmVernal 
to Jensen 

FrmJensen 
to murky 262 

FranCounty 262 
to cola. Line 

County 262 

FrcxnUtah45 
to U.S. 40 

Utah 45 

FrcmVemal 
to County 262 

391 4,268 4,659 501 6,762 7,263 

3,955 8,907 

5,356 7,620 

2,348 3,411 

1,975 3,404 

323 750 

NA 4,107 

12,862 4,739 16,430 21,169 

12,976 6,542 14,158 20,700 

5,759 

5,379 

1,073 

2,868 6,319 9,187 

2,412 6,249 

413 

NA 

1,131 

8,661 

1,544 

8,486 

!SOWXX?: Ujntah Basin Synfuels Developrent Final EIS 

NA = Not Available 
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CHAP. 4 - CURRENT MANAGEMENT AL..TERNATIVE 

Burning 5,000 to 10,000 acres of browse would result 
in short-term losses of forage and habitat, but both 

Impacts to water quality, air quality, socioeconomics, 
and woodlands are the same as those described for in- 

would be improved in the long term. terrelated projects. 

Mineral development and woodland harvest would re- 
sult in short-term abandonment of wildlife habitats. 

Transportation impacts would not change from those 

These habitats would again be occupied following satis- 
impacts caused by baseline and interrelated projects as 
identified in Table 4-10. 

factory reclamation. 

Harvesting woodland products to meet demand 
would result in an overcut of mature trees and reduced 
productivity in the long-term. 

Implementing watershed treatments on 10,000 acres 
would cause short-term increases in soil erosion, but 
reduce soil loss by 64,000 tons over the next 10 years. 

The cumulative impacts to minerals would be the 
same as the BLM impacts previously discussed for this 
alternative. 

Ecological condition would improve in 12 allotments, 
decline in 7 allotments, and remain static in 35 allot- 
ments. Approximately 36,400 acres would decline, 
588,400 would remain static, and 490,500 would im- 
prove. An estimated 576 AUMs would be lost due to 
mineral development activities. Forage actions would 
result in the improvement of approximately 2 percent of 
the lands in fair ecologic condition to good condition. 

The cumulative impacts upon forage resulting from 
both the interrelated projects and the BLM projects 
would not differ significantly from the impacts discussed 
in the BLM Impacts section. The Little Emma allotment 
would have a forage loss of 15 percent. The White 
River Bo,coms allotment would have a forage loss of 21 
percent, The State Line and Antelope Draw allotments 
would receive forage decreases of approximately two 
percent, and all other allotments would lose one per- 
cent, or less, of their available forage. Livestock active 
preference would be decreased by 910 AUMs, from 
102,915 to 102,005 AUMs. 

The cumulative wildlife impacts would be the same 
as the BLM Impacts previously discussed. 

Sufficient undeveloped areas would be available to 
absorb the increase in dispersed activities such as 
sightseeing, camping and river floating. However, there 
would be a slight undetermined decrease in solitude in 
popular use areas and a slight undetermined increase 
in vandalism of both public and private property. 

Annual depletions from the White River would in- 
crease by 167,000 acre-feet. Colorado’s undetermined 
White River water entitlements, could further reduce the 
water supply available in Utah. 



Oil allcl Gas 

Total annual production and associated disturbance 
would remain approximately the same as discussed in 
the Current Management Alternative and is summarized 
in Table 4-7. 

A slight potential exists for oil and gas developments 
inadvertently being damaged or destroyed by oil shale 
construction activities such as mining equipment strik- 
ing subsurface casing. Damage could generally be 
avoided if lease holders cooperate with each other 
when ‘development occurs. 

BLM Impacts 

Approximately 80,000 bpd could be produced on two 
future oil shale tracts located within the priority man- 
agement area (Figure 2-9). Approximately 1,100 acres 
would be disturbed (nonreclaimed) at any given time 
during the production phase. 

The priority management area identified for under- 
ground oil shale development could limit management 
and industry flexibility in locating future oil shale tracts. 
In addition, priority management areas identified for in 
situ development would not be available and could re- 
sult in an unquantifiable delay of a Federal in situ oil 
shale lease program. 

Tar Sand 

BLY Impacts 

Approximately 5,000 to 10,006 bpd could be produc- 
, ed on future hydrocarbon leases. Approximately 1,406 

to 2,200 acres would be disturbed due to mining and 
related construction activities. 

Special mitigating measures (lease categories) could 
affect tar sand development in a similar manner as dis- 
cussed for oil and gas development. Certain areas 
(categories three and four) would not be available for 
tar sand development. l-iowever, by not developing 
these areas, conflicts with other resources would be 
avoided. The conflicts between the surface resources 
(reflected by the category designations) and the poten- 
tial tar sand areas are shown in Table 4-11 (Tar Sand: 
Average Conflicts Between Category Designations and 
Potential Development Areas). Approximately 31 per- 
cent of public land within the three STSAs would not be 

available for tar sand development (Table 4-11). In ad- 
dition, tar sand within the Naval Oil Shale Reserve is 
withdrawn and reserved for the U.S. Navy (Figure l-4). 

Gilsonite 

Production levels and associated surface disturbance 
would remain the same as discussed in the Current 
Management Alternative. 

Unleased gilsonite veins are known !o exist within 
priority management areas for oil shale. Some of these 
veins could be eliminated from potential development 
by mining activities, spent-shale disposal areas, reten- 
tion dams and reservoirs, plant sites, etc. 

Because no additional areas would be opened to 
sand and gravel development, no environmental im- 
pacts to Federal land within the BCWA would occur. 
However, demand of 10 to 15 acres of sand and gravel 
material sites, due to BLM implemented actions, could 
occur. Sand and gravel products would have to be de- 
rived from a non-Federal source within the BCRA or 
from lands outside of the BCRA. 

BLM Impacts 

No environmental impacts would occur because col- 
lecting areas would be closed. 

The public would have to use other types of building 
stone from areas outside the BCRA. No similar substi- 
tute sources are available for this type of stone. 

BLM Impacts 

Under this alternative, rights-of-way within designated 
corridors could affect 46,000 acres (Figure 2-11). Major 
resource conflicts would generally be avoided but could 
still occur in certain areas and are discussed in the af- 
fected resource section (Appendix 9, Utility Corridors 
and Segments by Alternative). Site specific environ- 
mental documentation would be prepared for construc- 
tion within the 150 miles of proposed corridors when 
specific right-of-way applications are received. 



Tar Sand: Acreage Conflicts Between Category Designations and Potential Development Areas 

Resource Protec ti on 
category I Category 2 Category 3 

STSA Standard Regulations Special Stipulations No Surface Occupancy 
PR Spring Low Potential 11 .ooo 33.000 32,000 

Moderate Potential 1 b,QOO 51 .OOO 35 000 
k111 Creek LOM Potential WJO 12,000 --ii 

moderate Potential s 3 0 
Raven Ridge Low Potenti al 9 r) 0 

Roderate Potential 3 0 0 
Total 43,000 10/,000 b/.000 

Commodity Productlon 
PR Spring Low Potential 9 0 

Noderate Potential , 0 
Mill Creek Low Potential 0 0 

Moderate Potential 0 0 
Raven Ridge Low Potential 3 0 

Roderate Potential 0 0 
Total , 0 



CHAP. 4 - RESOURCE PWOTECTION ALTERNATIVE 

BLM Impacts 

Blue Mountain Locality: 

Authorization of 3,725 AUMs for livestock and 2,413 
AUMs for wildlife would result in an improvement in 
ecological condition in five of the six allotments in this 
locality. Only the Cub Creek allotment would remain in 
a static ecological condition (Appendix 14, Anticipated 
Trend in Ecological Condrtion). Approximately 29,900 
acres (79 percent) would improve and the remaining 
8,100 acres would remain in a static ecological condi- 
tion; no range would decline in condition. The net im- 
provement would be a change of approximately 10 per- 
cent in ecological condition class, from fair to good (Ap- 
pendix 16, Anticipated Change in Ecological Condition 
Class). 

Improvement. in plant vigor and ecological trend 
would occur primarily on mountain loam and mountain 
stony loam sites, as welt as floodplains and riparian 
areas. Sagebrush would remain static or decline by a 
skght (unquantifiable! amount. The ?nprovemen! ir 
ecologic trend wo.Jid result from deferment c:f spring 
livestock use (five allotments) and decreases .)f lives- 
tock use in floodplains and riparian areas (Green River 
allotment). The total livestock decreases would amount 
to approximately 2,110 AUMs (Appendix 5, Forage Ac- 
tions by Alternative). 

Forage allocated for deer would increase by 1,413 
AUMs above the current allocated use of 1,000 AUMs 
for a total of 2,413 AUMs. This would be 1,004 AUMs 
less than the prior stable numbers objective (3,417 
AUMs). By keeping the wildlife forage approximately 29 
percent below the objective level and the livestock for- 
age approximately 36 percent (2,062 AUMs) below ac- 
tive preference, the locality would be under allocated 
approximately 650 AUMs. This decrease in grazing 
pressure would result in a reversal in the range ecologi- 
cal trend from a decreasing to an increasing condition. 

Development of four reservoirs, a spring, and one 
mile of pipeline within the Blue Mountain AMP, Green 
River, Stuntz Valley, and Point of Pines allotments, 
would allow better distribution of livestock and wildlife 
grazing. 

Development of water in areas that have received 
light grazing pressure due to their distance from water, 
would be more efficiently utilized. Areas where grazing 
was previously concentrated due to the availability of 
water, would not be as heavily grazed. Reduced graz- 
ing pressure would result in improved ecological condi- 
tion of the range. 

Minerals deve!opment would result in a loss of 7 
AUMs (Appendix 15, Forage Impacts). 

Bonanza-Rainbow Locality: 

Authorization of 29,277 AUMs for livestock, 1,390 
AUMs for antelope, 600 AUMS for wild horses, and an 
unknown portion of 37,113 AUMs for deer would im- 
prove ecologic condition throughout this locality. 
Twenty-seven of the allotments would improve in 
ecological condition. Only two allotments (Walker Hol- 
low and White River) would remain in a static co’ndition 
(Appendix 14, Anticipated Trend in Ecological Condi- 
tions). Approximately 534,200 acres would show impro- 
ving trend and 99,000 acres (16 percent) would remain 
static. No declines in overal! ecological condition would 
occur in this locality. The net improvement would be 10 
percent in ecological condition class, from fair to good 
(Appendix 16, Anticipated Change in Ecological Condi- 
tion Class). 

Improvements in ecological condition would result 
from several actions. Decreasing livestock use from 
37,352 AUMs to 29,277 AUMs would re$ult in 22 per- 
cent fewer livestock than currently use the range. De- 
ferment of livestock use during the critical spring growth 
period on 27 allotments would eliminate a demand of 
6,832 AUMs, thus avoiding the impacts of spring graz- 
ing. The other two allotments (White River and Walker 
Hollow) would not have any spring grazing and also 
avoid the impacts of spring grazing. Improvement of 
riparian areas and floodplains would result from de- 
creasing livestock use by 479 AUMs within the White 
River Bottoms ailotment. Development of three springs, 
one guzzler, and 17 reservoirs, would distribute lives- 
tock, wildlife, and wild horses more evenly within 12 al- 
lotments. The distributron would allow better utilization 
of forage, as described in the Blue Mountain locality. 

The proposed use of 29,277 AUMs would represent 
48 percent of the original allocation. Due to the current 
level of nonuse (32,132 AUMs), this decrease would re- 
sult in 8,075 fewer livestock AUMs (22 percent) below 
average use. These decreases would have significant 
economic impacts upon the livestock permittee’s opera- 
tions. Refer to the socioeconomic section under this al- 
ternative. 

Competition for forage between deer in herd unit 26 
and livestock would decrease by 255 AUMs on four al- 
lotments (Cockleburr, Jensen, Miners Gulch, and Pow- 
der Wash). Heavy grazing pressure would thus be elim- 
inated in those areas. No competition for forage would 
occur in the remaining 25 allotments. Forage allocated 
for deer in the 1960’s would be adequate. 

Wild horses would be authorized 600 AUMs. That 
amount of forage would be available due to the 22 per- 
cent decrease in livestock AUMs. The ecological trend 
in the allotments used by wild horses (Antelope Draw 
and Seven Sisters), would not be altered by the wild 
horses. 
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Antelope would be given an 82 percent (628 AUMs) 
increase over the current use. This amount of forage 
would also be available due to the livestock decrease 
in AUMs. The ecological condition of the range would 
not be altered by the antelope. 

Approximately 534 AUMs of forage would be lost 
through mineral developments in this locality (Appendix 
15, Forage Impacts). 

Book Cliffs Locality: 

Authorization of 15,412 AUMs for livestock, an un- 
known portion of 37,113 AUMs for deer, and an un- 
known portion of 14,681 AUMs for elk would improve 
ecological condition on five allotments (Atchee Ridge 
AMP, Horse Point AMP, McClelland, Sweetwater AMP, 
and Winter Ridge AMP). Two allotments (Book Cliffs 
Pasture and West Water Point) would remain in static 
condition (Appendix 14, Anticipated Trend in Ecological 
Conditions). Approximately 269,900 acres would show 
improving ecological trend and 34,200 acres (13 per- 
cent) would show a static condition. No declines in 
overall ecological condition would occur in this locality. 
The net improvement to ecological condition class 
would be a change of 5 to 10 percent, from fair to good 
(Appendix 16, Anticipated Change in Ecological Condi- 
tion Class). 

Improvements in ecological condition would result 
from several actions (Appendix 5, Forage Actions by Al- 
ternatives). Decreasing livestock use from 17,351 
AUMs to 15,412 AUMs would result in 11 percent fewer 
livestock than currently use the range. The four allot- 
ments showing improvement would operate under graz- 
ing systems which would rotate grazing use to avoid 
the impacts of spring grazing upon plant vigor. The al- 
lotments remaining static would continue season long 
use. 

A total of 1,317 AUMs of livestock use would be de- 
ferred from spring use in these allotments. Seven reser- 
voirs, ten springs, and five guzzlers would be de- 
veloped in the Sweetwater AMP, Winter Ridge AMP, 
West Water Point, Atchee Ridge AMP, and Horse Point 
AMP allotments, resulting in improved livestock distribu- 
tion. Better forage utilization would result and grazing 
pressure would be reduced. Improvement of riparian 
areas and floodplains would result from decreasing 
livestock use by 18 AUMs within the Sweetwater AMP 
allotment. 

The proposed use of 15,412 AUMs would be a 33 
percent change from the original livestock forage allo- 
cation. Approximately 5,823 AUMs nonuse has been 
taken in this locality, so the actual decrease realized 
on-the-ground would be about 1,939 AUMs (11 per- 
cent). These decreases would have significant impacts 
upon the permittee’s livestock operations. Refer to the 
socio-economic section of this alternative. 

CHAP. 4 - RESOURCE PWOTECTIQN AL.l=EWNATIVE 

Wildlife would benefit from a 751 AUM .livestock de- 
crease on McCook Ridge (included in the overall lives- 
tock decrease). This would provide more forage for 
wildlife and eliminate possible competition for forage 
between livestock and wildlife. It would also avoid the 
impacts to plant vigor that would result from heavy 
grazing in areas of competition. 

Wild horses would be removed from this locality. The 
forage that they consume (108 AUMs) would be avail- 
able for both livestock and wildlife, because the use by 
wild horses was never allocated. 

Approximately 306 AUMs for livestock arid 297 AUMs 
for *Nildlife would be lost due to mineral developments 
(Appendix 15, Forage Impacts). These losses would be 
offset by the proposed land treatments which would 
produce 483 AUMs for livestock and 1,225 AUMs for 
wildlife. 

Control burning 15,000 acres in the Atchee Ridge 
AMP, Horse Point AMP, Sweetwater AMP, and Winter 
Ridge AMP allotments, would eliminate or decrease de- 
cadent and overmature shrubs with grasses and 
younger, more palatable shrubs. Within one to two 
years after burning, the amount of forage would be in- 
creased up to 250 percent. 

Clearcutting woodlands in the Sweetwater AMP and 
the Horse Point AMP allotments would open the wood- 
land canopy and enable grasses, forbs, and shrubs to 
increase in density and vigor. The forage response 
would be similar to areas that would be burned. 

Hill Creek Locality: 

Authorization of 5,045 AUMs for livestock, 2,340 
AUMs for wild horses, an unknown portion of 37,113 
AUMs for deer, and an unknown portion of 14,681 
AUMs for elk, would improve ecological condition in all 
12 allotments within this locality (Appendix 14, Antici- 
pated Trend in Ecological Condition). Approximately 
112,600 acres would improve in ecological condition, 
27,300 acres would remain in static condition, and no 
acreage would decline in condition. The net improve- 
ment in ecological condition class would be a change 
of less than 5 percent, from fair to good (Appendix 16, 
Anticipated Change in Ecological Condition Class). 

Improvements in ecological condition would result 
from several actions (Appendlx 5, Forage Actions by Al- 
ternatives). Deferment of grazing during the critical 
spring growth period would be required on eight allot- 
ments, for a decrease of 839 AUMs. Formal allocation 
of use to provide for wild horses would be made on 
eight allotments (Lower Showalter, Oil Shale, Pack 
Mountain-Wild Horse, Tabyago, Upper Showalter, Ute. 
and West Tabyago). A total of 2,340 AUMs would be 
taken from livestock nonuse to support wild horses. 
Grazing use (521 AUMs) would be retired on two allot- 
ments (Birchell and Green River AMP) to protect key 
floodplain and riparian areas. An adjustment of approxi- 
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mately 3,849 AUMs on nine allotments would be taken 
to reduce the impact of historic heavy grazing in lives- 
tock concentration areas (areas adjacent to water, trail 
areas, bedgrounds, etc.). Refer to Appendix 5 (Forage 
Actions by Alternative). 

No use has been made on the Oil Shale allotment; 
however, if the permittee applied for use, up to 50 per- 
cent of active preference (549 AUMs) would be allowa- 
ble. It is assumed this would continue, hence these 
AUMs are omitted from the total AUMs available for the 
locale. 

Total impact to livestock use would amount to a de- 
crease of 1,397 AUMs from average use (22 percent) 
and 7,586 AUMs below active preference. This level of 
livestock use would result in a significant economic im- 
pact upon the permittees. Refer to the socioeconomic 
section of this alternative. 

Develcpment of three reservoirs on two allotments 
(Pack Mountain-Wild Horse and Tabyago) would im- 
prove livestock and wild horse distribution by reducing 
heavy grazing use and increasing ecological condition. 

Minerals developments would eliminate 37 AUMs of 
forage (Appendix 15, Forage Impacts). This loss would 
be absorbed by nonuse. 

BLM actions would result in improvement in ecologi- 
cal condition in 49 allotments and a static condition in 
five allotments. No declines in ecological condition 
would occur on an allotment basis. Approximately 
1,086,600 acres would improve, and 168,600 acres 
would remain in static ecological condition. 

BLM Impacts 

The utilization of .55,597 AUMs of existing forage 
from BLM lands by big game species, an additional 
1,325 AUMs from Dinosaur National Monument, and 
2,940 AUfvls by wild horses, would be sufficient to sup- 
port prior stable wildlife numbers in deer herd unit 28A, 
elk herd unit 2i, and near prior stable numbers in deer 
herd unit 26 and increased wild horse populations. This 
level of forage utilization would meet or nearly meet 
(depending upon locality) the projected requirement of 
the UDWR big game population goals. The allocation 
level would also meet the forage requirement neces- 
sary to support the increased Vernal District wild horse 
population objectives at the Bonanza and l-lill Creek lo- 
cations. The additional forage for wild horses would 
be awai/abie from the origina/ AU% allocated TV 
wildMe in the 1$&T range adjudication (see Table 2- 
l), livestock reducPions, and Iand treatments. Due to 
small herd size and low reproductive success, the 
Winter Ridge wild horse herd would cease to exist. 

The distribution of the various wildlife species would 
be: 1 ,114 antelope (700 at Bonanza-herd unit 7, 414 at 
East Bench); . ..2&300. mule deec (1,800 at Blue Moun- 
tain-herd unit 26, 18,000 at Book Cliffs-herd unit 28A); 
2,300 elk (all located at Book Cliffs-herd unit 21);7?4!5X 
.‘wild horses,*{50 at Bonanza, 195 at Hill Creek). 

Projected oil and gas development would have the 
same effect as previously described under the Current 
Management Alternative. 

Oil shale, tar sand, sand and gravel, an: gilsonite de- 
velopment would not significantly affect big game or 
wild horse populations or crucial habitat. Any such min- 
eral development would occur outside the identified cru- 
cial habitat areas. 

Impacts to upland game bird and waterfowl’ would 
ba the same as was described under the Current 
Management Alternative. 

Wildlife habitat would improve as a result of reduced 
livestock grazing in certain key areas, such as the 
McCook Ridge winter area (deer herd 28A and elk herd 
21) and all of the Blue Mountain summer area (deer 
herd 26). 

Annual depletion of 28,000 acre-feet of water from 
the White River could jeopardize the continued exis- 
tence of two endangered fish species, the Colorado 
squawfish and humpback chub, and one species which 
is a candidate for listing, the razorback sucker. No im- 
pacts to the species would occur if the water were pur- 
.chased from .the White River Dam Project (WRDP) be- 
cause of agreed upon conservation measures in the 
biologi‘:al opinion for that project (FWS 1982). i-low- 
ever, the White River Dam Project could not supply 
water for all projects proposed in the UBS Development 
EIS and this additional oil shale development. If the 
water is not purchased from WRDP, the determination 
of the degree of impact would be determined in the 
Fish and Wildlife Service’s Biological Opinion. 

WOODLANDS 

BLM ‘mpacts 

By 1995, demand resulting from BLM projects would 
be approximately 900 cords per year. 

Restrictions imposed upon wood!and management by 
other resource programs would limit the allowable cut 
to 3,470 cords per year, produced from 32,700 acres of 
woodland. About 11,600 acres would be eliminated 
from woodland management to protect severe and criti- 
cal erosion areas. Two hundred acres would be lost to 
rights-of-way placed in utility corridors, 1,400 acres 
used for tar sand development, 100 acres lost to 
wildfires (over a ten-year period), and 1,200 acres 
would be set aside to protect crucial wildlife habitat on 
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Lower McCook Ridge. In total, 14,500 acres of wood- 
lands, capable of contributing 1,350 cords of firewood 
to the annual allowable cut, would not be available for 
harvest by wood cutters. 

BLM Impact: 
By 1995, and as a result of BLM projects, big game 

hunting opportunities would increase by 4,060 visitor 
days. The demand for all other recreation activities 
would increase visitor days by 2,700. However, approxi- 
mately 575 visitor days would be foregone as a result 
of proposed ORV closures and restrictions. 

There would be no effect on recreation by discontinu- 
ing protection of two campsites because these sites 
have received almost no visitor use, future development 
potential is extremely low, and alternate dispersed 
camping sites would be avai!able. 

To be consistent with the Uintah and Ouray Indian 
Reservation’s land use plan, 14,500 acres of land in the 
Hill Creek area contiguous to the Reservation bound- 
ary, would be closed to ORV travel. Decreased grazing 
on spring ranges and elimination of grazing in riparian 
zones, would enhance visual resources of the land- 
scape and reduce conflict between livestock and re- 
creationists along the White and Green Rivers. 

Proposed utility and transportation corridors would 
cross 1,800 acres or four percent of the visual resource 
management Class II area and 2,840 acres or four per- 
cent of Class III land. Certain types of rights-of-way 
placed in the corridors would not comply with the visual 
standards of these classes. 

Impacts to the visual resource would be minimized by 
consolidating the land disturbing activities to designated 
corridors. This would prevent the proliferation of con- 
struction scars and man-made intrusions from randomly 
crisscrossing the landscape. 

The oil shale priority use areas contain four percent 
of visual resource Class II land, where development 
would degrade visual resources by creating contrasts 
with the natural landscape. The remainder of the area, 
96 percent, contains only Class IV where impacts 
would be minimal as surface disturbance would be 
noticeable, but more acceptable in areas with low 
scenic qualities. All areas where tar sand development 
would be allowed contain only Class IV areas and 
again where development occurs, changes to the natu- 
ral landscape may attract attention. 

The effects of retaining the Book Cliffs Mountain 
Browse Natural Area would be the same as described 
for the Current Management Alternative. 

l=lRE MANAGEMEtdT 

BLM Impacts 

Full suppression of wildfire would protect approxi- 
mately 84,500 acres throughout the BCRA, safeguard- 
ing private property, and preven?ing the spread of 
wildfire to non-Federal lands. 

Over the next ten years, approximately 15,000 acres 
would be prescribed burned, providing additional wildlife 
habitat and forage. Under this alternative, prescribed 
burns would not be utilized to enhance livestock forage. 
The burn projects would include mature sagebrush, ca- 
nyon bottoms, mature browse stands, old chainings and 
burns that were becoming overgrown. Prescribed bums 
would set back the ecological condition to earlier suc- 
cessional stages. Natural regeneration, mechanical re- 
seeding, and/or tubeling transplants wquld improve for- 
age quality and provide additional areas of habitat for 
wildlife species. “Edge effect” would be greatly im- 
proved in all these projects. 

Where control would be difficult or where o!her re- 
source values are not at risk of being damaged, a pro- 
gram of modified wildfire suppression would be utilized 
on 980,500 acres. At the discretion of the Resource 
Area Manager, wildfiras could be allowed to burn until 
self extinguished, or until significant resource values 
are jeopardized. Using modified suppression, a much 
larger acreage could be allowed to burn, increasing the 
beneficial effects that fire would have on vegetation, 
thereby providing additional forage and habitat for 
wildlife. When fire conditions would cause damage to 
desirable resource values, and to minimize the adverse 
impacts of wildfire, suppression could then be used. 

WATERSHED 

Water Use 

BLM Impacts 

Development of two additional oil shale tracts would 
annually require approximately 28,000 acre-feet of 
water for underground mining (Table 4-12, Water Re- 
quirements for Energy Development). This amounts to 
six percent of the average annual flow of the White 
River. Less water would be required if modified in situ 
techniques are employed. If the water cannot be pur- 
chased from other water users with valid rights, de- 
velopment could be delayed or prevented since the 
White River is essentially closed to further appropri- 
ation. 
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Table 4-12 
Water Requirements for Energy Development Bv Alternative 

(acre-feet/year in thousands) 

Project 

Total of Eight 
Uintah Basin 
Synfuels Projects 

Related Development 

i: 
Bonanza Power Plant 
White River Shale 
(Tracts Ua & Ub) 

c. Municipal/Industrialb 
d. AgriculturalC 
Subtotal 

Maximum Whited 
River Development 

0 

28 
20 

4 

Maximum Greena 
River Development 

--?z 

22 

f: 

--ii 

Estimated Ute Tribe 

Baseline without 
additional oil shale 
developmentd 

RESOURCE PROTECTION 
Two oil shale tracts 28 28 

TOTAL for Resource 
Protection Alternative 

COMMODITY PRODUCTION 
Four oil shale tracts 

195 150 

56 56 

TOTAL for Comm dit -?+====a 
Production A ternative 178 

BALANCED USE (Proposed Plan) 
Two to four oil 
shale tracts 28-56 28-56 

TOTAL for Balanced Use 
Alternative - 195-223 150-178 

aFigures can not be totaled horizontally because the White River and Green 
River are alternative sources for several of the projects. 

bEstimated increases of water use from projected population increases and 
from other industrial increases. 

cEstimated requirement eased upon agricultural trends. 

dThis baseline is assumed to exist under-the Current Manaqement Alternative. 
TsEat&?&G&ents have been identl ie 
~f%?~~~s~~e%ii~anned. This elan wll not-effect the a rovdl or 

' f ' d j n~xb~x~~~~ms 

"f- 

_--- 
outcome of these proaects.TJe 

, . 
oropose lan andnernatlves show a dition-- 

‘-water requirements could result rom BLM actions. 
-- 

-- -- -- 
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WVatter Quality 

BLY Impacts 
Prohibiting surface occupancy within public water re- 

serves and within 600 feet of perennial streams would 
adequately protect water quality of these water sources. 
Closed and limited CRV travel designations and restric- 
tions of mineral development in severe and critical ero- 
sion areas, would result in slight, unquantifiable im- 
provements in water quality. 

The Detailed Development Plan for the White River 
Shale Project assumes no wastewater discharge from 
tracts U-a and U-b and, therefore, no impacts to water 
quality (Bechtel Petroleum, Inc. 1981). Using the same 
assumption for any additional oil shale leases also 
leads to the conclusion of no impact to water quality. 
However, the wastewater would contain high concentra- 
tions of ammonia, sulfide, phenols, oil and dissolved 
solids, and has the potential to pollute both groundwa- 
ter and surface water if any seepage or accidental dis- 
charge occurs. Based on depletion information in the 
UBS Development EIS, diverting 28,000 acre-feet per 
year from the White River would increase total dissol- 
ved solids concentration at the mouth of the White 
River by 2.6 mg/l and by 1 mg/l at Imperial Dam. This 
increase is less than 1 percent. 

Soils 

BLM Impacts 
Surface disturbance of 1,400 to 2,200 acres for tar 

sand recovery, 800 acres for oil shale mining, 1,200 to 
3,800 acres for oil and gas production would increase 
soil erosion. Sediment yields from reclaimed surface 
mines were 300 to 600 percent higher than for undis- 
turbed sites (Lusby and Toy 1976). In the Piceance 
Basin of Colorado, increases in sediment yield of 5.8 to 
11.6 tons per acre per year during initial construction of 
oil shale mining sites and 2.9 tons per acre per year 
after construction were reported (Frickel et al. 1975). 
Assuming a tripling of soil loss from disturbed sites in 
the BCRA, soil loss in the next 10 years would be an 
additional 9,900 to 19,700 tons. 

Closed and limited ORV travel designations and re- 
strictions on mineral development in severe and critical 
erosion areas would reduce soil loss by an unquantifi- 
able amount. Although this additional soil loss would be 
less than one percent of the current soil loss from the 
entire BCRA, localized impacts could be severe in gully 
formations and areas with reduced vegetation cover. 

Confining major rights-of-way to 23.8 miles of cor- 
ridors totalling 9,000 acres in severe and critical erosion 
condition, would result in fewer acres disturbed and de- 

creased soil erosion. 

Constructing up to 5,555 detention-retention dams on 
111,100 acres in severe and critical erosion condition, 
would reduce soil loss by 711,000 tons over the next 
10 years. The short-term increase in wind and water 
erosion resulting from dam construction would be insig- 
nificant. 

No other BLM actions would significantly affect soils. 

Floodplains 

BLM Impacts 

Limiting or restricting livestock from 5,950 acres, 
closing 14,200 acres to ORV use, and allowing no sur- 
face occupancy for mineral development in floodplains, 
would result in an unquantifiable improvement in floodp- 
lain condition. 

oulevard Ridge Study Area 

BLM Impacts 
Impacts resulting from BLM actions are the same as 

discussed under the Current Management Alternative. 

BLM Impacts 

Up to 8,700 acres could be acquired by BLM, if they 
become available (Figure 2-14). The identified lands 
are important riparian and wildlife habitat; their acquisi- 
tion would enhance the management of wildlife habitat 
in the BCRA. Site specific environmental analyses 
would be done prior to acquisition. 

BLM Impacts 

Impacts to air quality of a new Federal oil shale lease 
producing 80,000 bpd were assumed to be similar to 
those previously analyzed for (Dietrich et al. 1983). The 
location and assumed technology were similar. No 
NAAQS, or PSD, or Colorado Category I increment vio- 
lations from new Federal leasing alone, would be ex- 
pected. 

The visibility analysis indicated no discernible visibility 
degradation at Dinosaur National Monument. Yellow- 
brown atmospheric discoloration could occasionally be 
visible near the new lease developments. 

Tar sand development of 5,000 to 10,000 bpd would 
cause little impact to air quality or visibility, except for 
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potential local exceedances of the Class II TSP incre- 
ments near surface mines and unpaved roads 
(Aerocomp 1984). 

Methodologies and computations that were used to 
estimate economic impacts are discussed in Appendix 
12 (Methodology for the Economic and Social Analy- 
sis). 

Economic Conditions 

BLrb4 Impacts 

The effect of implementing the Resource Protection 
Alternative on oil and gas development would be ex- 
pected to be similar to that discussed for the Current 
Management Alternative. Employment and personal in- 
come opportunities for local residents would remain es- 
sentially the same, with only minor variations. 

Production from oil shale and tar sand leasing would 
change local employment, population, infrastructure, 
and fiscal conditions. The production scenario, labor 
force requirements, settlement patterns, and impact 
analyzes from oil shale developments, are modeled 
after the “UBS Socioeconomics Technical Report” ex- 
cept, that construction would not be expected to begin 
until 1987. Full production would be reached by 1995 
(Utah E.O. 1983). Similarly, the production scenario, 
‘labor force requirements, settlement patterns, and im- 
pact analysis from tar sand developments is modeled 
after the “Regional Analysis of Tar Sand Developments 
in Utah Socioeconomic Technical Report” (BLM 1983h). 

reduce social and economic impacts that other nearby 
communities would realize if the Westwater community 
was not developed. Whether or not a new community 
would actually be established, is uncertain. 

Oil shale and tar sand developments would directly 
increase regional employment and income earned in 
the mining and construction sectors. The induced and 
indirect effects of oil shale and tar sand activities would 
increase employment and income in other sectors as 
well, particularly the retail and service sectors. The in- 
creased relative importance of the high-paying mining 
and construction sectors and the increased demand for 
workers in other sectors would increase the regions per 
capita income by an unknown amount. 

In areas where mineral resources overlap (e.g. oil 
shale, gilsonite, tar sand, oil and gas) only one re- 
source could be developed at a time. In certain cases, 
the remaining mineral resources could not be de- 
veloped at all. Therefore, unquantified employment and 
personal income opportunities associated with develop- 
ment of these other resources would be delayed, or not 
realized at all. These unquantified losses would be in- 
significant. 

Gilsonite, metal mining, and miscellaneous mineral 
activities would continue essentially unchanged from 
that discussed in the Current Management Alternative. 

Under this alternative, sand, gravel and building 
stone collection would not be allowed in the BCRA. 
Employment and personal income loss would be minor 
as other areas outside the BCRA could accommodate 
the projected demand. 

By the year 1995, assumed production and timing 
with implementation of this alternative, would increase 
the regional population by 16,814 people. None of the 
counties or communities would accommodate a greater 
than 10 percent annual growth rate. Including baseline 
population projections, Uintah County and the ccm- 
munities and surrounding areas of Vernal and Rangely, 
would at some time, experience a greater than five per- 
cent annual growth rate. The BCRA would also experi- 
ence a greater than five percent annual growth rate. 
The population increase would come in the form of 
work camps temporarily housing some of the construc- 
tion work force. If a smaller proportion of the construc- 
tion work force were to stay in the work camps, then 
the surrounding communities would experience a great- 
er population peak while long-term population projec- 
tions would remain unchanged. 

Not allowing gravel or building stone collection in the 
BCRA would force those who would have used the 
BCRA (currently 25 to 50 people/year) to travel up to 
50 additional miles round trip to obtain these materials. 
The lack of commercial activity in the area suggests 
that no company, employment, or income would be sig- 
nificantly affected. 

The actions proposed by BLM would produce in- 
creased demands on infrastructure within the region. 
Table 3-6 projects the needs through the year 2000. 
These needs can be estimated for each community by 
comparing the projected population increases of that 
community (Table 4-13) with the projected population 
increases of the region (Table 4-14) and applying the 
resulting proportion to the projected infrastructure 
needs of the region (Table 3-6). 

Both the Uinta Basin Synfuel EIS and the Utah Com- 
bined Hydrocarbon Leasing Regional EIS have as- 
sumed that rar sand development in the PR Spring 
STSA would result in a new community being estab- 
lished in the Westwater area. A new community would 

Compared to their existing use, 20 cattle operators 
would have 16 percent less available BCRA forage, re- 
sulting in an average $25,214 decrease in returns 
above cash costs, 3 percent less than what they pre- 
sently earn. 

Compared to their existing use, 18 sheep operators 
would have 19 percent less available forage, resulting 
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!Ehle 4-13 

Ebpulation Projections 
for 

F.esource Protection Alternative 

1982 1985 1990 1995 2000 

Area Base Base 

Duchesne 15,273 17,778 
Rmsevelt CC0 11,827 13,695 
Roosevelt 4,678 5,416 
Fi$lz 6,540 609 7,514 705 

Okher 3,446 10,204 

Uit-lti 24,170 25,730 
z Uintah-Way 4,737 5,061 
0 Eallard 678 775 

Other 4,059 4,286 
Vernal 19,417 20,653 

Vernal . 8,549 9,291 
Other 10,868 11,362 

Bonanza 16 16 

Pbffat-Rio Blanco 23,934 24,355 
Dinosaur 451 501 
Rangely 3,235 3,193 

Grand 8,100 9,850 
Thomp=n 380 
Westwater 38 

*sa 

BLM 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

9 

ii 

3 

Other Base Other Base Base M&l 

4,965 18,632 1,179 10,226 18,684 1,900 13,082 18,929 1,900 15,723 
348 15,057 1,169 3,019 15,005 1,881 3,122 14,636 1,881 3,799 
244 5,955 814 2,057 5,934 1,311 2,106 5,789 1,311 2,599 

12 775 35 103 773 57 105 754 57 130 
92 8,327 318 859 8,298 513 911 8,093 513 1,070 

4,617 3,575 12 7,207 3,679 19 9,960 4,293 19 11,924 

18,940 29,326 8,020 35,679 
40 5,699 160 726 
20 966 80 315 
20 4,733 80 411 

1,413 23,611 5,774 10,242 
565 11,065 2,566 4,148 
848 12,546 3,208 6,094 
178 16 2,086 1,575 

29,863 12,923 
5,730 258 

976 129 
4,754 129 

24,117 12,406 
11,369 5,557 
11,389 6,849 

16 259 

45,196 28,985 12,923 53,500 
698 5,565 258 757 
297 926 129 619 
401 4,639 129 138 

12,154 23,404 12,535 14,755 
4,912 10,941 5,686 5,972 
7,242 12,463 6,849 8,783 

0 16 130 0 

146 28,345 281 1,738 27,646 425 2,016 28,144 452 2,403 
64 405 124 810 425 187 943 437 187 1,124 
82 3,993 157 928 3,805 238 1,073 3,962 238 1,279 

691 
691 
691 

10,570 
366 

155 a34 
155 834 
155 834 

10,324 
366 

1,156 915 
1,156 915 

*1,156 915 

9,676 
365 

441 
441 
441 

57 428 163 

033: Census County Division 

919 
919 
919 



in a $138,564 decrease in returns above cash costs, 7 
percent less than what these operators presently earn. 

The spring (March through May) exclusions of lives- 
tock would be of particular concern to livestock 
operators, since they have-few options with which to re- 
spond to these exclusions. Most operators would have 
to either purchase i:ed to replace the lost forage, shift 
forage that is normai;: used in other months to this 
period, or reduce the;: h,?rd size so that the forage pro- 
duced from their base poperty would last longer. The 
spring exclusions would force sheep operators who had 
been lambing on public land, to lamb on their base 
property- 

Replacing forage lost through spring exclusions with 
hay would represent a worst-case analysis. Feeding 
hay during the spring may adversely affect livestock 
weight gains and reduce gross revenues. If the feeding 
were to be done on alfalfa-producing property during 
the spring, alfalfa yields could be affected, and bloating 
problems could arise. t-fowever, reducing the herd size 
would usually be a more economical response to spring 
exclusions than purchasing hay (Godfrey 1981). 

Under this alternative, 20 of the 21 cattle operators 
would be excluded from using forage during the spring, 
thereby losing the spring use of approximately 3,399 
AUMs. The cost of replacing this forage with alfalfa pro- 
duced at $60 per ton would be $293,349. Eighteen of 
the 18 sheep operators would receive significant spring 
exclusions, thereby losing the use of approximately 
6,352 AUMs during the spring. The cost of replacing 
this forage with alfalfa at $60 per ton would be 
$381,120. The number of livestock operators affected 
to varying degrees estimated worst-case impacts are 
shown in Table 4-15 and 4-16, respectively. 

Secause there are other options an operator could 
choose other than a reduction in AUMs of use on public 
lands, this option was not considered in estimating 
economic impacts. 

Total impacts would not change if the proposed min- 
eral developments were concentrated in several allot- 

\ ments rather than spread among all allotments with 
mineral development potential, as was assumed in the 
analysis. With concentrated mineral developments, sev- 
eral operators would be affected to a slightly greater 
extent than shown in Table 15. 

Any decrease from active preference could affect 
operators wealth. Under this alternative, total long-term 
grazing privileges would be decreased by 49,456 AUMs 
from active preference. At a market value of $60 per 
AUM for BLM grazing permits, total operator wealth 
could decline by as much as $2,967,36(X a 10 percent 
base property value reduction. 

Because total rancher income is expected tc de- 
crease under this alternative, the rancher’s ability to 

repay loans should also decrease. 

Projected population increases a’s the result of poten- 
tial oil shale and tar sand development would result in 
increases in recreational activities and activity days. 
These BLM actions would result in an increase of 2,700 
recreation days and an increase in revenue to the local 
economy of $121,500. This increase would be 37 per- 
cent higher than present BCRA levels. 

BLM wildlife management actions would result in in- 
creased long-term big game populations and would re- 
sult in more hunter days; thus, an increase in expendi- 
tures, income, and employment. With this large in- 
crease in wildlife numbers, hunters may be attracted to 
the BCRA from more areas outside of the county. More 
hunters from Salt Lake City and Denver may decide to 
hunt in the resource area. It could mean an increase of 
up to 4,060 hunter days and an increase in revenue to 
the local economy of $182,700. The increase would 
have significant long-term beneficial impacts to the rec- 
reation sector since they represent a 60 percent in- 
crease in BCRA recreation generated revenues. 

Social Conditions 
The region’s traditional farming and ranching com- 

munities would continue to loose their cultura! identity. 
Political, social, and economic diversity would continue 
to increase. 

Short-term social impacts to existing communities 
would be significantly reduced by the construction of 
work camps and a new community in Grand County. 
However, the worker composition and probable work 
camp conditions’ would lead to an undesirable quality of 
life for those living in the work camps. The new sterile 
community would eventually become more like sur- 
rounding communities. 

Social impacts to native-Americans would depend on 
the degree that they would benefit from the increased 
economic opportunities. Based on past experience, the 
existing disparity between Indian and non-Indian in- 
come and living conditions would not change. Indian 
out migration would continue. The projected influx of 
newcomers unfamiliar with American Indians could 
further increase trespass and poaching prcblems. Also, 
tribal customs and rituals may fade as Indians become 
further assimilated with the increasingly diverse popula- 
tion around them. 

BLM Impacts 

By 1995, BLM actions would result in increased traf- 
fic volumes on the four majcr highways in the area. The 
affected highways and the estimated average daily traf- 
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Table 4-14 

. 
Resource Protection Alternative 

Summary of Regional Socioeconomic Impacts 
Resulting from BLM Actions 

SocioeconomyP Change From ProJected Baseline 
Development C,--+ry 11 

Population Growth 
Total 
School Age 

Employment Growth 

Household Growth 

Infrastructure Requirement 
Housing 

Single family 
Multi-family 
Mobile homes 

Education 
Students 
Classrooms 
Teacher 

Health Care 
Hospital beds 

.General care 
Long-term care 

Medical personnel 
Doctors 
Dentists 
Nurses 
Public health nurses 

Medical health care 
Clinical psychologists 
Methal health workers 

Public Safety 
Law Enforcement 

Police officers 
Patrol cars 
Jail space (sq. ft.) 
Juvenile holding cells 

Fire Protection 
Fire flow (gpm)/ 
duration (hr.)" 

Emergency Medical Services 
Ambulances 
Emergency medical 

technicians 

180 

9,830 
2,024 

4,983 

3,411 

16,814 16,126 
4,162 4,611 

7,807 6,556 

5,412 4,414 

2,050 3,239 2,650 
517 813 667 
857 1,353 1,107 

2,024 4,162 4,611 
86 170 188 
86 170 188 

25 
12 

l'f 
21 
9 

9' 

39 35 
19 24 

ii 
31 

9 

12 
12 

4,850 
9 

19 35 

8,4:: 7,9E 
9 9 

9 9 

65 

10 

70 61 



Table 4-14 (Continued) 

Resource Protection Alternative 
Summary of Regional Socioeconomic Impacts 

Resulting from BLM Actions 

S~~loeconoml~ 
Development Category 

Utility Service Demands 
Water System 

Connections 
Supply HO6 gal./yr.) 
Storage IlO6 gal.&.) 
Treatment 

(106 gal./yr.) 
Sewa e System 

(lOB gal./yr.) 
Solid Waste 

Acres/Yr. - 

Source: BLM 1983h. 

Change From ProJected Baseline 
0 1995 2000 

3,130 5,436 5,127 
1,828 3,174 2,994 

- 917 1,588 1,498 

1,828 3,174 2,994 

352 614 580 

2.1 3.6 3.4 _ 

aFire protection measured in fire flow (gpm)/duration (hr.) cannot be 
aggregated across the affected counties. 
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TABLE 4-15 

Xumber of Operators Affected Under the Resource 
Protection Alternative and Degree of Impact 

Percent Increase From Percent Decrease From 
Existi,lg Use and Revenues Not Existing Use and Revenues 
50-100 U-50 l-10 Affected l-10 11-50 51-100 

Public Rangeland 
Forage 8 31 

Operator Returns 
Above Cash Cost 28 10 1 

Note: Changes are based on average use over tie past 3 years. 

TABLE 4-16 

Summary of Short-Term and Long-Term Economic Impacts 
to Livestock Operators in Doliars 

Cattle Operators 

Gross Revenue $2,415,282 $2,397,835 
Total Cash Cost 1,441,458 1,449,225 
Returns Above Cash Cost 973,824 948,610 
Returns to Labor and Investment 526,204 503,541 

Sheep Operators 

Gross Revenue $3,585,258 $3,.452,004 

Total Cash Cost 1,50‘3,804 1,515,114 
Returns Above Cash Cost 2,075,454 1.,936,890 
Returns to Labor and Investment 1,719,522 1,582,344 

Current 
Situation 

Average 
Resource 

Protection 
Case -- 

Worst 
Resource 

Protection 
Case 

$ 906,224 
459,591 

$1,925,653 
1,569,92ti 
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fable 4-17 

Resource Protection Alternative 
Cumulative Infrastructure Needs 

BLM and Interrelated Projects 

Socioeconomic 
Development Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 

Population Gro\+th 
Total 
School Age 

Employment Growth 

Household Growth 

Infrastructure Requirement 
Housing 

Single family 
Multi-fawily 
Mobile homes 

Education 
Students 
Classrooms 
Teacher 

Health Care 
Hospital beds 

General care 
Long-term care 

Medical personnel 
Doctors 
Dentists 
Nurses 
Public health nurses 

Medical health care 
Clinical psychologists 
Methal health workers 

Public Safety 
Law Enforcement 

Police officers 
Patrol cars 
Jail space (sq. ft.) 
Juvenile holding cells 

Fire Protection 
Fire flow (gpm)/ 

duration (hr.ja 
Emergency Medical Services 

Ambulances 
Emergency medical 

technicians 

27,282 
4,619 

15,817 

8,264 

59,098 79,804 
11,296 20,207 

30,591 36,010 

91,103 
35,217 

38,609 

18,593 23,782 25,575 * 

4,958 11,158 14,261 15,347 
1,239 2,794 3,569 3,842 
2,066 857 5,946 , 6,398 

4,619 11,296 20,207 27,776 
185 456 811 1,115 
185 456 811 1,115 

59 
12 

16 
14 
46 

6 

: 

34 136 185 
42 69 81 

42 53 
36 45 

105 138 
19 24 

59 

1:: 
25 

13 
15 

5544 
13,592 

5 

110 144 185 
110 144 185 

29,526 39,645 45,297 
16 18 19 

6 

38 

19 24 25 

133 165 171 
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Table 4-17 (Continued) 

Resource Protection Alternative 
Cumulative Infrastructure Needs 

BLM and Interrelated Projects 

Socioeconomic 
Development Category 

Utility Service Demands 
Water System 

Connections . 
Supply (106 galJyr.1 
Storage (lo6 galJyr.1 
Treatment 

(106 gal./yr.) 
Sewa e System 

(108 gal./yr.) 
Solid Waste 

AcreslYr. 

Source: Bill 1983h. 

1985 1990 1995 2000 

8,769 18,975 25,584 29,229 
5,121 11,082 14,941 17,069 
2,561 5,544 7,474 8,535 

5,121 11,082 14,941 17,069 

992 2,144 2,894 3,307 

5.9 ---•L-.----- 12 4 16.8 19.1 ----~ 

aFire protection measured in fire flow (gpm)/duration (hr.) cannot be 
aggregated across the affected counties. 
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fit increases are shown in Table 4-18. Highway levels 
of service would not change. A slight, unquantifiable in- 
crease in traffic accidents would be expected to occur. 

UMAVOI LE ADVERSE IKwACfs 

Development of mineral resources such as oil and 
gas, tar sand, and oil shale would result in surface dis- 
turbance and modification of topography. 

Forage utilized by wildlife, livestock, and wild horses 
would be lost as a result of various mineral and min- 
eral-related developments. If this alternative is selected, 
livestock AUMs would decrease partially due to increas- 
ing wildlife numbers. 

Wildlife and wild horses displaced by mineral de- 
velopment into surrounding areas of suitable habitat 
could be subject to crowding, stress, and competition 
for forage, water, and cover. In addition, an unquantifi- 
able amount of habitat surrounding each oil and gas 
well would be abandoned by most wildlife species. 
However, restrictions on mineral development in deer 
and elk fawning and calving areas would lessen these 
impacts. 

The White River could be depleted of 28,000 acre- 
feet of water per year for additional energy develop- 
ment. Salinity would increase at the mouth of the White 
River by 2.6 nag/l and at Imperial Dam by 1 mg/l. 

Approximately 9,900 to 19,700 tons of soil would be 
lost as a result of surface-disturbing activities related to 
mineral development. 

TSP concentrations would increase with a greater 
probability of exceeding PSD Class II limits. Atmos- 
pheric discoloration may occasionally be visible near 
synthetic fuel facilities and power plants, at Dinosaur 
National Monument, and the Uintah and Ouray Indian 
Reservation. 

Overhead powerlines and communication lines within 
the designated utility and transportation corridors may 
not comply with visual resource management Class II 
and Class Ill areas. 

Based on present technology, minerals mined and 
subsequently consumed, or left underground as unre- 
coverable, would be irretrievably lost. 

Tar sand strip mining could permanently alter the site 
potential to produce forage on approximately 840 acres. 
The changes would be irreversible. 

Soil would be irretrievably lost as a result of surface- 
disturbing activities. 

Some degradation’of air quality would be irreversible, 
due to established urbanization in the area after closure 
of the oil shale and tar sand facilities. 

Because of the number and amount of minerals con- 
sidered unrecoverable with present mining technology 
and practices, loss of mineral production could occur in 
the long term to achieve short-term minerals produc- 
tion. 

In areas where grazing has resulted in poor ecologi- 
cal condition, the loss of topsoil or source of seed for 
perennial plants, would reduce the long-term productiv- 
ity of the range. 

Use of prescribed burning techniques would result in 
a short-term loss of forage in the treated area of from 
one to three years. The long-term productivity of the 
area can be increased by up to three times the annual 
production rate. Chemical treatments and clear cutting 
would have similar short-term losses for long-term for- 
age gains. A total of 16,000 acres would be treated 
using these methods, resulting in an additional 1,700 
.AUMs of forage. 

The harvesting of firewood would increase the long- 
term production of forage for wildlife and livestock. 

Decreasing livestock use by 73,521 AUMs and defer- 
ring spring grazing in the short term would result in a 
long-term improvement in ecological condition in ripa- 
rian areas, floodplains, and the overall range. Forage 
removed for #mineral production sites and facilities along 
with oil and gas pads and roads would be considered 
a long-term forage loss. Forage, removed in areas with 
less than 10 inches of rainfall, would be considered a 
long-term loss (up to 30 years) unless special mitigation 
is employed, such as fencing and watering. Although a 
short-term loss of forage occurs from strip mining, in 
situ development, and oil and gas wells that do not go 
into production, a long-term forage production can be 
maintained oi improved with adequate rainfall and prop- 
er reclamation techniques. 

Although a short-term forage and habitat loss would 
result from forage and habitat improvement projects, a 
long-term forage and habitat benefit would result. The 
short-term effects of livestock project construction, 
timber harvest, and energy development would be the 
abandonment of habitats by wildlife during the develop- 
mental and operational phases. tt would be expected 
that wildlife would return to these areas following a 
period of successful reclamation. In mineral-developed 
areas with limited rainfall or poor quality soils, reclama- 
tion of wildlife habitat could take up to 30 years result- 
ing in a long-term loss of habitat. This period of time 
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Table 4-18 

Projected Average Daily Traffic Levels 
CausedBy BIMGenerated linpacts,ByAltemative, 

By Year 1995 

1995 
=3MY Resource ccamdity Balanced 
tt3qment Protection Production USe 

Utah 88 

l?mm Way 
to U.S. 40 812 1,556 1,285 

U.S. 40 

FranUtah 
toVernal 1,618 3,102 2,562 

Fmnvema1 
to Jensen 1,469 2,815 2,325 

FranJenSen 
to ccpvlty 262 654 1,253 1,035 

I?ran County 262 
to cola. Lirl@ 634 1,215 1,004 

County 262 

Fran LItah 45 
to U.S. 40 95 182 150 

FrcpnVernal 
to County 262 411 787 650 
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could be lessened to a short-term impact with proper 
reclamation techniques. A short-term impact to wildlife 
habitat from ccnstruction of range improvement projects 
would enhance wildlife habitat over the long term. 

The 28,000 acre-feet of water used to develop two 
additional oil shale tracts would be considered a long- 
term allocation of water (up to 30 years). This water 
would be available for other use upon project comple- 
tion. During the long-term period of water depletion 
from the White River, salinity would be increased down- 
stream. The water quality would be restored when the 
wafer was no longer needed for oil shale development. 

A long-term improvement of riparian areas and 
floodplains would result from short-term closure of 
14,200 acres to ORV use and limiting grazing on 5,950 
acres. 

The removal of woodlands for energy-related ac- 
tivities, chainings, burnings, and others, is considered a 
long-term loss (up to 150 years). 

Wildfires occurring in pinyon/juniper stands would 
delay the regeneration process by destroying the seed 
source. Reestablishment of stands would be delayed 
40 to 80 years. Depending on the size of the burn, the 
allowable cut could be reduced, thus, less pinyon and 
juniper firewood wculd be available for firewood cutters. 

The amount of air quality degradation that would re- 
sult from oil shale and tar sand developments would be 
a long-term commitment. 

CUMULATIVE SUMMARY 

Direct cumulative impacts on minerals would gener- 
ally be the same as were discussed under the BLM Im- 
pacts for this alternative. l-lowever, it should be noted 
that while air quality permits and water supplies would 
be a .ailable for additional oil shale and tar sand pro- 
jects, if considered separately from interrelated projects, 
when considered cumulatively, air quality permits and 
sufficient water supplies may not be available, resulting 
in delays in development of Federal oil shale and tar 
sand resources. 

Livestock forage use would be decreased by approxi- 
mately 13,527 AUMs below average use. This would be 
an overall cut of approximately 20 percent from aver- 
age use (present operating levels) and approximately 
48 percent from active preference (allowable operating 
levels). Grazing would be eliminated on the Whit.\ River 
Bottoms, Birchell, and Green River AMP allotments. 

BLM actions would result in improvement in ecologi- 
cal condition in 49 allotments and a static conditiorr in 
5 allotments. No declines in ecological condition would 
occur on an allotment basis. Approximately 943,000 
acres would improve, and 171,900 acres would remain 
in static ecoiogical condition. The net improvement of 

ecological condition would be a change of 5 to 10 per- 
cent, from fair to good, and approximately one percent 
from good to excellent. 

Wildlife forage use would increase by approximately 
11,959 AUMs, (27 percent) above the allocated use. 
This would be an increase of approximately 200 per- 
cent above the average (current) use. 

Wild horses would be allocated 2,940 AUMs, a 
change from no alloca?ion. The change would be a 19 
percent increase over average (current) use. 

An estimated 1,181 AUMs would be lost due to min- 
eral development activities; however, the land treat- 
ments would add an estimated 1,708 AUMs of forage. 

Cumulative depletions of the White River would in- 
crease to 195,000 acre-feet per year or 42 percent of 
the average annual flow. This would exceed the capac- 
ity of the White River reservoir by 86,000 acre-feet. 

The cumulative increase in total dissolved solids con- 
centration at Imperial Dam resulting from interrelated 
projects and BLM actions, would be 6 mg/l. The 
amount is less than a one percent increase. 

Cumulative impacts to the watershea study area and 
floodplains are the same as discussed for BLM actions 
under the Current Management Alternative. 

The cumulative demand for firewood could reach 
7,400 cords per year by 1995. Firewood demand would 
annually exceed the allowable cut by 3,930 cords. The 
BLM would not be able to supply firewood for slightly 
over half of the people seeking wood permits. 

With increasing population in the Uintah Basin, as 
well as numbers of big game, hunting opportunities 
COlJld expand from 6,770 visitor days in 1982 to IS,580 
or an increase of 70,SIO visitor days by 1995. The 
quality of hunting would remain the same, as the .in- 
crease of big game numbers would be nearly the same 
proportion as the increase of hunter visitor days. De- 
mand for all other forms of recreation, except big game 
hunting, woulo expand from the current level of 7,200 
to 21,860 visitor days, an increase of 14,660. Sufficient 
undeveloped areas would be available to accommodate 
the increase in dispersed outdoor recreation activities 
such as sightseeing, camping, and river floating. Other 
activities requiring developed facilities, would be avail- 
able on adjacent State and US. Forest Service lands. 

Cumulative impacts to air quality would likely exceed 
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Class II TSP standards at some areas, including Di- 
nosaur National Monument; the Uintah and Ouray In- 
dian Reservation; Vernal, Utah; and Rangely, Colorado. 
Yellow-brown atmospheric discoloration resulting from 
emissions of nitrogen oxides from synthetic fuel facili- 
ties and power plants would likely be visible on the Uin- 
tah and Ouray Indian Reservation, at Dinosaur National 
Monument, and near power plants and synthetic fuel fa- 
cilities. 

Cumulative impacts on infrastructure needs for the 
Resource Protection Alternative are summarized in 
Table 4-17. Population projections for Uintah and 
Duchesne Counties and the communities of Ballard, 
Vernal, and Dinosaur, show a need to accommodate a 
greater than 10 percent annual growth rate. Roosevelt, 
Myton, and Wangely would need to accommodate a 
greater than five percent annual growth rate. 

The cumulative transportation impacts of the 
baseline, interrelated projects, and BLM actions, are 
displayed on Table 4-19. All highways except County 
Road 262 would provide an unsatisfactory level of ser- 
vice resulting in traffic congestion, accident rate in- 
crease, and road deterioration. 
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Table 4-19 

Cumulative Projected Average Daily Traffic Levels 
for Baseline, Interrelated and BLM Actions, By Alternative, 

By Year 1995 

Resource 
Protection 

1995 
Rqmdity 
Prcduction 

Balanced 
US? 

Utah 88 

FrcmOuray 
to U.S. 40 8,075 

U.S. 40 

Frcm Utah 88 
toverna1 22,787 

Ekcxnvema1 
to Jensen 22,169 

FrmJensen 
to County 262 9,841 

Fran County 262 
to &lo. Line 9,295 

County 262 

FrcmUtah45 
to U.S. 40 

Utah 45 
. 

FrcxnVernal 
to County 262 

1,639 1,726 1,694 

NA NA NA 

8,819 8,548 

24,271 

23,515 

10,440 

9,876 

23,731 

23,025 

10,222 

9,665 

NA: Not Available 



MINERALS 

Oil and Gas 

BLM hpacts 

Total annual production and associated disturbance 
would remain the same as discussed for the Current 
Management Alternative. The conflicts between the 
other surface resources (reflected by the category de- 
signations) and the potential oil and gas areas are sum- 
marized in Table 4-7. 

As discussed in the Resource Protection Alternative, 
the potential exists for oil and gas developments being 
inadvertently damaged or destroyed by oil shale con- 
struction activities. 

Oil Shale 

BLM hpacts 

Approximately 130,000 to 180,000 bpd could be pro- 
duced on four future oil shale tracts located within the 
priority management area (Figure 2-l 6). Approximately 
1,700 to 2,200 acres would be disturbed during the pro- 
duction phase. An additional 20,000 bpd could be pro- 
duced on an in situ oil shale tract. Approximately 1,250 
acres would be disturbed during production, due to min- 
ing and related construction activities. 

Tar Sand 

BLM Impacts 

Approximately 25,000 to 60,000 bpd could be pro- 
duced on future hydrocarbon leases (Table 4-4). Ap- 
proximately 13,400 to 22,700 acres would be disturbed 
due to mining and related construction activities (Table 
4-5). 

All public land within the STSAs would be available 
for tar sand development (Table 4-11). Tar sand within 
the Naval Oil Shale Reserve is withdrawn and reserved 
for the U.S. Navy (Figure l-4). Special mitigating meas- 
ures (category system) could have an effect on tar 
sand development similar to those discussed for oil and 
gas development which are summarized in Table 4-l 1. 

Tar sand deposits and shallow oil shale deposits 
occur in the same geographical areas. Development of 
one of the resources would significantly delay the de- 
velopment of the other resource. 

Gilsonite 

BLM Impacts 

Anticipated impacts would be similar to those dis- 
cussed in the Resource Protection Alternative. 

BLM Impacts 

Several additional areas could be made available for 
sand and gravel disposal. Approximately 50 to 110 
acres could be disturbed annually. Sufficient sand and 
gravel would be made available to meet the projected 
demand over !he next several years. 

Building Stone 

BLM Impacts 

One new area would be available for building stone 
collection which would cover an additional 24,500 
acres. The number of acres which woukf actually be 
disturbed is unknown. Approximately 1,000 acres of 
building stone could be damaged or destroyed by de- 
velopment of in situ oil sha!e. 

RIGHT-OF-WAY CORFM9OWS 

BLM Impacts 

Under this alternative, approximately 174,000 acres 
would be affected in the designated corridors (Figure 2- 
19). Major resource conflicts would include wildlife 
habitat, camp sites, productive woodlands, habitat for 
threatened and sensitive plant species, areas in critical 
and severe erosion condition, scenic overlooks, river 
corridors, visual resources, and floodplains (Appendix 
9, Utility Corridors and Segments by Alterna&ej. Site 
specific environmental documentation would be pre- 
pared for construction within the 330 miles of proposed 
corridors when specific right-of-way applications are re- 
ceived. 

FORAGE 

BLM Impacts 

Blue Mountain Locality: 

Authorization of 6,425 AUMs for livestock and 934 
AUMs for wildlife would result in an improvement in 
ecological condition in four allotments: Blue Mountain 
AMP, Dot’s Valley, Point of Pines, and Stuntz Valley. 
Two allotments would remain static (Cub Creek and 
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Green River); no allotments would decline in overall 
ecological condition. Approximately 29,000 acres (76 
percent) would improve in condition and 9,000 acres 
would remain in static condition. The net improvement 
to ecological condition class would be a change of 
about 5 percent, from fair to good and from good to ex- 
cellent (Appendix 16, Anticipated Change in Ecological 
Condition Class). 

An upward trend in ecological condition would result 
from land treatments, water development, and the de- 
velopment and revision of grazing systems. Approxi- 
mately 11,625 acres would be burned or chemically 
treated. Dot’s Valley and Blue Mountain AMP allot- 
ments would gain 582 AUMs beyond their original allo- 
cation levels; the other four allotments would have their 
carrying capacity returned to what it was at the time of 
adjudication. The total amount of forage produced in 
this locality would be 7,369 AUMs. Development of a 
total of three reservoirs, one spring, and one mile of 
pipeline in the Blue Mountain AMP, Green River, and 
Point of Pines allotments would result in better grazing 
distribution and improve overall plant vigor within the al- 
lotments. Grazing systems would be developed for 
Point of Pines, Dot’s Valley, and Stuntz Valley; and the 
Blue Mountain AMP would be revised. Implementation 
of the grazing systems would defer spring grazing, re- 
sulting in an improvement in ecological condition as de- 
scribed in the general impact discussion of forage. 

Wildlife forage would be reduced 834 AUMs (47 per- 
cent) below current use. When compared to allocated 
use, the reduction would be 66 AUMs or seven percent. 
The 66 AUMs would be available to support the in- 
creased livestock use. 

Minerals developments would destroy an estimated 
10 AUMs, bringing the total available forage to 7,359 
AUMs. 

Bonanza-Rainbow Locality: 

Authorization of 62,026 AUMs for livestock, 377 
AUMs for antelope, no AUMs for wild horses, and an 
unknown portion of 12,784 AUMs for deer would im- 
prove ecologic condition on 14 allotments, and 15 allot- 
ments would remain static; no allotments would decline 
in ecologic condition (Appendix 14, Anticipated Trend in 
Ecological Condition). Approximately 252,400 acres (40 
percent) would improve and 380,800 acres would re- 
main in stable ecologic condition. No declines in overall 
range condition would occur in this locality. The net im- 
provement to ecological condition class would be a 
change of about 1 percent, from fair to good (Appendix 
16, Anticipated Change in Ecological Condition Class). 

Improvements in ecological condition would result 
from several actions. A total of 15 grazing systems 
would be prepared or revised to defer spring grazing. 
A total of 48 water developments would improve lives- 
tock and wildlife distribution and forage utilization on 12 

allotments. Approximately 1,000 acres of sagebrush 
would be burned or chemically treated in the Raven 
Ridge allotment to improve forage quality and quantity 
(68 AUMs). 

Total livestock use would increase by 703 AUMs 
(one percent) above active preference. These increases 
would occur in Asphalt Draw, Brewer, Olsen AMP, 
Raven Ridge, Sand Wash, Sunday School Canyon 
AMP, and Watson allotments. The increases would re- 
sult from the land treatments or the transfer of wildlife 
AUMs to livestock. 

Wild horses would be relocated outside of this locality 
under this alternative. The 480 AUMS of forage would 
be available for livestock use. 

Antelope would be authorized 377 AUMs. This is 385 
AUMS (51 percent) below the current level of use. 
However, it is 65 AUMs above the number of AUMs al- 
located to antelope at the time of forage adjudication. 
The additional 65 AUMs would be deducted from the 
forage allocated for deer. 

The 2,959 AUMs allocated for deer in this locality 
would be reduced by 1,564 AUMs (53 percent). Mineral 
developments would eliminate approximately 859 AUMs 
(Appendix 15). Antelope would be given 65 AUMs from 
deer and livestock would be given 640 AUMs. 

Authorized deer use in herd unit 28A which encom- 
passes the Bonanza-Rainbow, Book Cliffs, and Hill 
Creek localities would be 12,784 AUMs. No attempt is 
made to break ddwn this amount of forage by individual 
locality. It represents the amount of forage required to 
support current deer use, and no change to the deer 
population is expected. 

Book Cliffs Locality: 

Authorization of 28,385 AUMs for livestock, 0 AUMs 
for wild horses, an unknown portion of 12,784 AUMs for 
deer, and an unknown portion of 3,192 AUMs for elk 
would result in the improvement of plant vigor and 
ecologic condition on four allotments and static condi- 
tion on three allotments (McClelland, Book Cliffs Pas- 
ture, and West Water Point). Approximately 260,100 
acres (86 percent) would improve and 44,000 acres 
would remain in static ecologic condition. No declines 
would occur in overall ecological condition in this local- 
ity. The net improvement in ecological condition class 
would be a change of less than 5 percent, from fair to 
good (Appendix 16, Anticipated Change in Ecological 
Condition Class). 

Improvements would result from several actions (Ap- 
pendix 5, Forage Actions by Alternative). Four allot- 
ments (Atchee Ridge AMP, Winter Ridge AMP, Horse 
Point AMP, and Sweetwater AMP) would operate under 
revised grazing systems that would rotate grazing use 
to avoid the impacts of spring grazing upon plant vigor. 
Approximately 14,500 acres would be improved through 
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land treatments resulting in an additional 1,800 AUMs 
of forage. 

Total livestock use would increase to 28,385 AUMs, 
a 24 percent increase above active preference. All 
seven livestock allotments would operate at full prefer- 
ence. Approximately 5,014 AUMs of wildlife forage 
would be given to livestock to attain full preference. The 
Winter Ridge wild horse herd would be relocated out- 
side this locality under this alternative. The 108 AUMs 
of forage would be available for livestock use. 

Authorized deer use would not change from current 
use as previously discussed in the Bonanza-Rainbow 
locality. 

Authorized elk use in herd unit 21 which encompas- 
ses the Book Cliffs and Hill Creek localities would be 
3,192 AUMs. No attempt is made to break down this 
amount of forage by individual locality. It represents the 
amount of forage required to support current elk use, 
and no change to the elk population is expected. 

Mineral development would result in a loss of 2,949 
AUMs (Appendix 15. Forage Impacts). 

Hill Creek Locality: 

Authorization of 12,649 AUMs for livestock, 710 
AUMs for wild horses, an unknown portion of 12,784 
AUMs for deer, and an unknown portion of 3,192 AUMs 
for elk would result in improvement in ecological condi- 
tion in eight allotments and static condition in four allot- 
ments (Green River AMP, Bartholomew, Santio Sibello, 
and Thoroe-Ute-Broome) (Appendix 14, Anticipated 
Trend in Ecological Condition). Approximately 100,900 
acres would improve, 39,100 acres would remain static, 
but no acres would decrease in overall ecological con- 
dition. The net improvement in ecological condition 
class would be a change of less than 5 percent, from 
fair to good (Appendix 16, Anticipated Change in 
Ecological Condition Class). 

Improvement in plant vigor and ecological trend 
would result from deferment of spring livestock use in 
three allotments, development of 12 water projects and 
treatment of 3,800 acres. One grazing system would be 
continued for the Green River AMP, a grazing system 
would be prepared for Birchell, and a grazing system 
would be revised for West Tabyago AMP. Water de- 
velopments in Oil Shale, Pack Mountain, and Tabyago 
allotments would improve livestock distribution and for- 
age utilization. Land treatments would improve range 
conditions in Birchell, Tabyago, Upper Showalter, Ute, 
and West Tabyago allotments adding 3,160 AUMs of 
forage. 

Livestock would increase to 12,649 AUMs, 18 AUMs 
above active preference. This increase would occur in 
the Ute and Birchell allotments, resulting from land 
treatments. 

Wild horses wou!d be allocated 710 AUMs under this 
alternative. Approximately 316 AUMs would result from 
land treatments and 223 AUMs would be taken from 
wildlife. Approximately 171 AUMs would be taken from 
the Horse Point allotment (within the Book Cliffs local- 
ity). The wild horse numbers would be in balance with 
the carrying capacity of the range. 

Authorized deer use would not change from current 
use as previously discussed in the Bonanza-Rainbow 
locality. 

Authorized elk use would not change from current 
use as previously discussed in the Book Cliffs locality. 

Approximately 38 AUMs would be lost to mineral de- 
velopments. 

BLM Impacts 

The utilization of 17,287 AUMs of existing forage 
from BLM lands by big game species, an additional 
1,325 AUMs from Dinosaur National Monument, and 
710 AUMs by wild horses wculd be sufficient to support 
near current big game and substantially decreased wild 
horse numbers. This level of forage utilization would be 
69 percent (39,315 AUMs) short of meeting the require- 
ments of the UDWR prior-stable wildlife objectives. The 
Blue Mountain mule deer herd (26) would be reduced 
by 427 head (27 percent) as a result of livestock in- 
creases. This alternative would also result in a de- 
crease of 76 percent (2,220 AUMs) of the forage re- 
quired to meet the Vernal District wild horse objective 
population levels. 

The distribution of the various species would be as 
follows: 302 antelope (166 at Bonanza-herd unit 7, and 
136 at East Bench); 7,300 mule deer (1 ,100 at Blue 
Mountain-herd unit 26, and 6,200 at Book Cliffs-herd 
unit 28A); 500 elk (all located at Book Cliffs-herd unit 
21); 60 wild horses (all located at Hill Creek). The 
Bonanza antelope herd would decrease by 309 animals 
(from current numbers) as a result of. AUM reductions 
to wildlife and greatly increased livestock numbers. The 
Bonanza and Winter Ridge wild horse herds would be 
eliminated; populations would be managed at the Hill 
Creek herd location. 

Projected oil and gas development would have the 
same effect as previously described under the Current 
Management Alternative (Appendix 15-C, Forage Im- 
pacts). 

Projected underground oil shale development could 
significantly affect crucial antelope habitat. Potential in 
situ oil shale development would significantly affect cru- 
cial winter mule deer and elk habitat. In addition, pro- 
posed tar sand development would significantly affect 
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additional crucial mule deer, elk, and wild horse habitat. 
These wildlife species would be displaced to adjoining 
habitat and be subject to crowding, stress, and compe- 
tition for available food, water, and cover (Hamilton 
1984) (Appendix 15-C Forage Impacts). hpacts to 
upland game birds and waterfowl would be the 
same as are discussed under the Current Manage- 
ment Alternative; 

An unquantifiable amount of habitat adjoining oil and 
gas, tar sand, and oil shale developments would be 
abandoned by most wildlife species as a result of dis- 
turbance (harassment), noise, and poaching. Indirect 
wildlife losses could increase significantly because of 
poaching and harassment from increased human popu- 
lations. Gilsonite and sand and gravel development 
would not significantly affect any crucial wildlife habitat 
(Appendix 15-C Forage Impacts). 

Increased livestock production under this alternative 
would significantly affect certain wildlife populations. 
Deer and elk would be crowded into small areas of suit- 
able habitat and be exposed to stress, inadequate 
amounts of forage and water, and increased poaching. 

Annual depletion of 56,000 acre-feet of water from 
the White River could jeopardize the continued exis- 
tence of two endangered fish species, the Colorado 
squawfish and humpback chub, and another species 
that is a candidate for listing, the razorback sucker. No 
impacts to the species would occur if the water is pur- 
chased from the White River Dam Project (WRDP) be- 
cause of agreed upon conservation measures in the 
biological opinion for that project (FWS 1982). How- 
ever, the White River Dam Project could not supply 
water for all projects proposed in the UBS Development 
EIS and this additional oil shale development. If the 
‘water is not purchased from WRDP, the degree of im- 
pact would be determined in the Fish and Wildlife Ser- 
vice’s Biological Opinion. 

BLM lqxacts 
By 1995, demand resulting from BLM projects would 

be approximately 1,900 cords per year. 

Restrictions imposed upon woodland management by 
other resources would limit the allowable cut to 3,730 
cords annually produced from 31,100 acres of wood- 
land. Twenty acres would be eliminated from the wood- 
land management to protect recreation sites, 680 acres 
would be lost to rights-of-way placed in utility corridors, 
18,100 acres would be eliminated by tar sand develop- 
ment and 1,500 acres would be used for oil shale de- 
velopment. One hundred acres would be lost to 
wildfires over a ten-year period. In total, 20,400 acres 
capable of contributing 1,740 cords of firewood to the 
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annual allowable cut, would not be available for harvest 
and use by wood cutters. 

Livestock grazing in cottonwood stands could prevent 
the establishment of seedlings. Cottonwood stands 
would grow old, and when removed by harvest or natu- 
ral processes, would not be replaced by natural regen- 
eration. 

RECREATION 

BLM Impacts 

As a result of BLM projects, big game hunting oppor- 
tunities would increase by 1,560 visitor days. The de- 
mand for all other recreation activities except big game 
hunting would increase by 5,900. However, 200 visitor 
days would be foregone as a result of ORV restrictions. 
An ORV designation of open for public lands adja- 
cent to the 6JiMah and Oslray Indian Reservation 
Ml Creek Extension would be inconsistent with the 
existing Tribal plan. ORV users could unintention- 
al/y or intentionally cross from open public lands to 
closed Tribal lands and despoil the primitive or wil- 
derness character that the Tribe desires to main- 
tain. The White River canyon would be opened to ORV 
use, which could lead to a loss of primitive recreational 
values. There would be a loss of recreation values by 
not protecting scenic travel corridors, Musket Shot 
Spring, or Grand Valley overlooks. 

The protective status prohibiting development in 
White River Canyon would be dropped. The placement 
of structures, such as pipelines, along and across the 
river would adversely affect the semi-primitive setting. 

Increased water demands from tar sand and oil shale 
development would deplete flows on the White River to 
the minimum level on average water years. Minimum 
flows would result in marginal canoeing. 

Utility and transportation corridors would cross 6,700 
acres or 13 percent of the visual resource management 
Class II, and 6,700 acres or 9 percent of Class Ill. Cer- 
tain types of rights-of-way placed in the corridors would 
not comply with the visual standards of these classes. 
Impacts would, however, be minimized by consolidating 
land-disturbing activities to designated corridors. This 
would prevent the proliferation of construction scars 
and man-made intrusions due to random crisscrossing 
of the landscape. 

Nine percent of the proposed area for oil shale leas- 
ing and two percent of the area proposed for tar sand 
leasing contains Class II visual management standards 
and development would conflict with the visual stan- 
dards. Development would create an unacceptable con- 
trast with the natural environment. 
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Potential deposits of sand and gravel along the 
Green River from Ouray to Sand Wash, if developed, 
could contrast with the existing landscape. Develop- 
ment of 420 acres of potential sand and gravel deposits 
along the Green River from Dinosaur National Monu- 
ment to Jensen and 1,800 acres along the White River 
would not conform with VRM Class II and would con- 
trast with the existing landscape. 

As a result of dropping the designation for the Book 
Cliffs Mountain Browse Natural Area, approximately 30 
AUMs would become available for grazing and 400 
acres would become available for mineral leasing. 

NAGEMENT 

BLM Impacts 

Full suppression of wildfire would protect approxi- 
mately 84,500 acres throughout the BCRA, safeguard 
private property, and prevent the spread of wildfire to 
non-Federal lands. 

Approximately 13,000 to 28,500 acres would Se pre- 
scribed burned over the next 10 years, providing addi- 
tional forage for livestock (under this alternative, pre- 
scribed burns would not be initiated to enhance wildlife 
habitat or forage). The net effect of prescribed burns 
would be a significant increase in forage available for 
livestock and a potential reduction in wildlife habitat. 
These projects could occur in any vegetation-type or 
locality. . 

WATERSHED 

Water Use 

BLM Impacts 

Development of four additional oil shale tracts would 
require approximately 56,000 acre-feet of water per 
year for underground mining (Table 4-12). That amount 
is 12 percent of the average annual flow of the White 
River. Less water would be required if modified in situ 
techniques are employed. 

If the water could not be purchased from other water 
users with valid rights, development could be delayed 
or prevented, since the White River is essentially 
closed to further appropriation. 

Water Quality 

BLM impacts 

Less restrictive mineral leasing and ORV travel re- 
strictions on public water reserves and floodplains 
would lead to a slight, unquantifiable deterioration of 
water quality. 

The Detailed Development Plan for the White River 
Shale Project assumes no wastewater discharge from 
tracts U-a and U-b (Bechtel Petroleum, Inc. 1981). 
Using the same assumption for any additional oil shale 
leases leads to the conclusion of no impact to water 
quality. However, the wastewater would contain high 
concentrations of ammonia, sulfide, phenols, oil and 
dissolved solids, and has the potential to pollute both 
groundwater and surface water if any seepage or acci- 
dental discharge occurs. Based on depletion informa- 
tion in the UBS Development EIS (BLM 1982b), divert- 
ing 56,000 acre-feet per year from the White River 
would increase total dissolved solids concentrations at 
the mouth of the White River by 5.2 mgil and by 2 mgil 
at Imperial Dam. This increase would be less than 1 
percent. 

Soils 

BLM Impacts 

Surface disturbance of 13,400 to 22,700 acres for tar 
sand recovery, 1,200 to 1,600 acres for oil shale min- 
ing, 1,200 to 3,800 acres for oil and gas production, 
would increase soil erosion in the BCRA. Reclamation 
would reduce the average annual disturbance to about 
5 to 10 percent of the total. Sediment yields from re- 
claimed surface mines were 300 to 600 percent higher 
than for undisturbed sites (Lusby and Toy 1976). In the 
Piceance Basin of Colorado, increases in sediment 
yield of 5.8 to 11.6 tons per acre per year during initial 
construction of oil shale mining sites and 2.9 tons per 
acre per year after construction were reported (Frickel 
et al. 1975). Assuming a tripling of soil loss from dis- 
turbed sites in the BCRA, an additional 45,800 to 
81,500 tons of soil would be 1051 in the next 10 years. 
Although this additional soil loss is less than one per- 
cent of the current soil loss from the entire BCRA. 
localized impacts could be severe with gully formation 
in areas with reduced vegetation cover. 

Less restrictive mineral leasing and ORV categories 
in critical and severe erosion condition areas would re- 
sult in unquantifiable increases in soil erosion. 

Confining major rights-of-way to 62.3 miles of cor- 
ridors totalling 23,000 acres in severe and critical ero- 
sion condition would result in disturbance of fewer 
acres and thus, decreased soil erosion. 

Constructing up to 320 detention-retention dams on 
6,400 acres in severe and critical erosion condition 
areas, would reduce soil loss by 41,000 tons over the 
next 10 years. The short-term increase in wind and 
water erosion resulting from construction would be in- 
significant. 
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Floodplains 

BLM Impacts 

Floodplain condition would not be significantly af- 
fected by implementation of any BLM actions consid- 
ered for this alternative. 

Boulevard Ridge Study Area 

l3LM Impacts 

Discontinuing protection for the watershed study area 
would result in an unquantifiable amount of surface dis- 
turbance from livestock grazing, mineral development 
and other resource uses. 

LAND TENUR JUSTMENT 

BLM Impacts 

Land ownership could change on up to 16,000 acres 
available for exchange. Up to 10,000 acres could be 
acquired by BLM, if they become available (Figure 2-7). 
No applications or specific proposals have been re- 
ceived for lands identified for disposal, so an impact 
analysis is not possible at this time. The lands identified 
for acquisition have high mineral values and would im- 
prove administration of proposed development areas 
under this alternative. Site specific environmental 
analyses would be done prior to disposal or acquisition 
of these lands. 

BLM Impacts 

The impacts described here are based primarily on 
previous analysis (Aerocomp 1984, Dietrich et al. 
1983). Aerocomp determined expected impacts for 
25,000 bpd and 100,000 bpd of tar sand development 
in the PR Spring area. The impacts from the 60,000 
bpd tar sand production considered here are expected 
to be intermediate between the impacts assessed by 
Aerocomp. Direct impacts from new oil shale leasing at 
up to 180,000 bpd, would double the impacts assessed 
by Dietrich et al. for an 80,000 bpd scenario. 

The National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 
and Class II increments for TSP would be exceeded, 
mainly from surface mining activities and travel on un- 
paved roads. SO2 impacts would be close to the Class 
II 24-hour increment. Nitrogen dioxide concentrations 
would be well within the NAAQS. 

Highly visible atmospheric discoloration would occur 
at the Uintah and Ouray Indian Reservation and near 
the synfuel facilities. Less visible perceptible discolora- 

tion may occur at Dinosaur and at Colorado National 
Monuments. 

Methodologies and computations that were used to 
estimate economic impacts are discussed in Appendix 
12 (Methodology for the Economic and Social Analy- 
sis). 

Economic Conditions 

BLM Impacts 

Oil and gas production and subsequent employment 
and personal income opportunities would not signific- 
antly differ from that analyzed in the Current Manage- 
ment Alternative. 

In areas where mineral resources overlap (e.g. oil 
shale, gilsonite, tar sand, oil and gas), only one re- 
source could be developed at a time. In certain cases, 
the remaining mineral resources could not be de- 
veloped at all. As a result, unquantified employment 
and personal income opportunities associated with de- 
velopment of these other resources would be delayed 
or not realized. These losses would be insignificant. 

Gilsonite, sand and gravel, and miscellaneous min- 
eral activities wouid continue essentially unchanged 
from that level discussed under the Current Manage- 
ment Alternative. 

Production from BLM oil shale and tar sand leases, 
and therefore, local employment, population growth in- 
frastructure needs, and fiscal problems would be great- 
est under this alternative. The resulting population in- 
creases are shown in Table 4-20. 

l’mplementation of this alternative could increase the 
region’s population by 40,448 by 1995. Including 
baseline population projections, Uintah County and the 
communities and surrounding areas of Roosevelt and 
Vernal would, at some time, need to accommodate a 
greater than 10 percent annual growth rate. The com- 
munities of Dinosaur and Rangely would, at some time, 
need to accommodate a greater than 5 percent annual 
growth rate. 

The increased relative importance of the high-paying 
mining and construction sectors, and the increased de- 
mand for workers in other sectors would increase the 
region’s per capita income by an unknown amount. 

Population growth would require infrastructural im- 
provements similar to those discussed under the Re- 
source Protection Alternative but to a greater degree. 
The additional regional infrastructural needs are pre- 
sented in Table 4-21. These needs can be estimated 
for each community by comparing the projected popula- 
tion increases of that community (Table 4-20) with the 
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Table 4-20 

Population Projections 
for 

Cmmmdity Production Alternative 

1982 1985 1990 1995 2000 

Other Ease BIN Other Base BLM Other Base BLM Other Area Base Base BLM 

4,965 18,632 2,575 10,226 18,684 4,135 13,082 18,929 4,135 15,723 
348 15,057 2,549 3,019 15,005 4,093 3,122 14,636 4,094 3,799 
244 5,955 1,759 2,057 5,934 2,824 2,106 5,789 2,825 2,599 

12 775 53 103 773 85 105 754 85 130 
92 8,327 737 859 8,298 1,184 911 8,093 84 1,070 

4,617 3,575 26 7,207 3,679 42 9,960 4,293 40 11,924 

&xhesne 15,273 17,778 
Roosevelt ED 11,827 13,695 

Roosevelt 4,678 5,416 
won 609 705 
Other 6,540 7,514 

Other 3,446 10,204 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

18,940 29,326 17,520 35,679 29,863 28,127 45,196, -28,985 28,127 53,500 
40 5,699 526 726 5,730 562 698 5,565 562 757 
20 966 175 315 976 '281 297 926 281 619 
20 4,733 351 411 4,754 281 401 4,639 281 138 

1,413 23,611 12,614 10,242 24,117 27,002 12,154 23,404 27,283 14,755 
565 11,065 5,606 4,148 11,369 12,095 4,912 90,941 12,376 5,972 
848 12,546 7,008 6,094 11,389 14,907 7,242 92,463 14,907 8,783 
178 16 4,380 1,575 16 563 0 16 281 0 

utiti 24,170 25,730 
s Uintah-Curay 4,737 5,061 
cn Ballard 678 775 

other 4,059 4,286 
Verml 19,417 20,653 

Vernal 8,549 9,291 
Other 10,868 11,362 

Eonanza 16 16 

Pbffat-Rio Blanco 23,934 24,355 .O 146 28,345 613 1,738 27,646 984 2,016 28,144 984 2,403 
Dinosaur 451 501 0 64 405 343 810 425 551 943 437 551 1,124 
RanselY 3,235 3,193 0 82 3,993 270 928 3,805 433 1,073 3,962 433 1,279 

Grand 8,100 9,850 45 691 10,570 830 834 10,324 6,215 915 9,676 2,372 919 
m=n 380 45 691 366 830 834 366 6,215 915 365 2,372 919 
Westwater 38 45 691 830 834 6,215 915 2,372 919 

17 307 2,295 877 

CCD: Census County Division 



Table 4-21 

Commodity Production Alternative 
Summary of Regional Socioeconomic Inpacts 

Resulting from BL!+l Actions 

Socioeconomic Change I-rom ProJected Baseline 
Development Category pa5 1990 1995 2000 

Population Growth 
Total 
School Age 

Employment Growth 

Household Growth 

Infrastructure Requirement 
Housing 

Single family 
Multi-family 
Mobile homes 

Education 
Students 
Classrooms 
Teacher 

Health Care 
Hospital beds 

General care 
Long-term care 

Medical personnel 
Doctors 
Dentists 
Nurses 
Public health nurses 

Medical health care 
Clinical psychologists 
Methal health workers 

Public Safety 
Law Enforcement 

Police officers 
Patrol cars 
Jail space (sq. ft.) 
Juvenile holding cells 

Fire Protection 
Fire flow (gpml/ 

duration (hr.Ia 
Emergency Medical Services 

Ambulances 
Emergency medical 

technicians 

21,962 40,448 36,605 
4,562 10,324 10,598 

11,231 19,368 15,068 

7,688 13,433 10,145 

4,622 8,035 6,092 
1,166 2,017 1,534 
1,933 3,356 2,544 

4,562 10,324 10,597 
194 423 432 
194 423 432 

57 96 80 
27 46 55 

27 30 33 
27 34 30 
48 82 70 
21 25 20 

21 22 18 
21 22 18 

27 46 
27 45 i"o 

10,931 20,883 18,254 
21 22 20 

9 

147 

25 

173 

20 

141 
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fable 4-21 (Continued) 

Commodity Production Alternative 
Summary of Regional Socioeconomic Impacts 

Resulting from BLM Actions 

Socioeconomic Change From ProJected Baseline 
Development Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 

Utility Service Demands 
Water System 

Connections 10,293 
Supply (lo6 gal./yr.) 

5,554 9,041 

Storage IlO6 gal./yr.) 
3,244 6,010 5,280 

- 1,621 3,006 2,640 
Treatment 

(106 gal./yr.) 3,244 6,010 5,280 
Sewa e System 

(108 gal./yr.) 625 1,163 1,022 
Solid Waste 

Acres/Yr. 4.6 8.6 7.8 -__- 

Source: BLM 1983h. 

aFire protection measured in fire flow (gpm)/durdtion (hr.) cannot be 
aggregated across the affected counties. 
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projected population increases of the region (Table 4- 
21) and applying the resulting proportion to the pro- 
jected infrastructure needs of the region (Table 4-21). 

The fiscal problem and issues related to rapid popu- 
lation growth would be similar to those discussed under 
the Resource Protection Alternative except that these 
problems would be more widespread. 

The management actions would affect the amount of 
public rangeland forage that would be available to lives- 
tock operators. This could monetarily affect ranchers’ 
incomes, and abilities to obtain loans, with some secon- 
dary income and employment effects through the local 
economy. 

Compared to their existing use, 16 of the cattle 
operators would, on the average, have eight percent 
more useable forage. If the added forage were grazed, 
cattle operators would realize an added $8,224 in re- 
turns above cash cost, a one percent increase over 
what these operators now earn. 

Compared to their existing use, 5 of the sheep 
operators would, on the average, have five percent 
more useable forage. If the added forage were grazed, 
sheep operators would realize an added $6,978 in re- 
turns above cash cost, a less than one percent in- 
crease over what these operators now earn. 

Compared to existing use, none of the livestock 
operators would have less available forage. If minerals 
developments were concentrated in several allotments 
rather than spread among all allotments with mineral 
development potential, as was assumed in the analysis, 
15 livestock operators would have two percent less for- 
age, resulting in less than a one percent decrease in 
their returns above cash cost. 

The number of livestock operators affected to varying 
degrees, and the total rancher income are shown on 
Tables 4-22 and 4-23, respectively. 

Any increase from active preference, could affect 
operator wealth. Under this alternative, total long-term 
grazing privileges would be 6,934 AUMs above active 
preference. At a market value of $60 per AUM for BLM 
grazing permits, total operator wealth could increase by 
as much as $416,040, a two percent increase in base 
property value Appendix 12 (Methodology for the 
Economic and Social Analysis). 

BLM wildlife management actions would keep the big 
game populations near stable; however, human popula- 
tion increases could increase hunting by 1,560 hunter 
days by 1995, and increase revenues to the local eco- 
nomy by $70,200. The increase would be 23 percent 
higher than present levels. 

Human populations are projected to be the largest 
under this alternative. These people would cause signif- 
icant long-term increases to the recreation sector. Rec- 

, 

reation use could increase by 5,900 recreation days by 
1995 and increase revenues to, the local economy by 
$265,500. This increase would be 82 percent higher 
than present levels. 

Social Conditions 
The social effects resulting from the projected popu- 

lation increases would be similar to those that would 
occur under the Resource Protection Alternative. How- 
ever, the effects of implementing this alternative would 
be more intense and widespread. The difference would 
be in degree, not in the nature of the impact. 

TWANSPQWTATIQN 

BLM Impacts 

By 1995, BLM actions could increase traffic volumes 
on the four major highways in the areas by 16 percent 
(refer to Table 4-18). Highway levels of service could 
be reduced, but by an unknown amount. Traffic acci- 
dents and road deterioration would increase by an un- 
quantifiable amount. Operating speeds would drop and 
an increased number of stoppages would occur. 

bE ADVERS 

Development of mineral resources such as oil and 
gas, tar sand, and oil shale would cause surface distur- 
bance and a modification of topography. Such distur- 
bances could adversely affect other surface uses and 
resources. Approximately five percent (1,507 acres) of 
the area disturbed by minerals would be used for plant 
sites and facilities. These areas would be lost for forage 
production. 

Implementation of this alternative would have the 
greatest potential to adversely affect wildlife and wild 
horse populations. The emphasis on minerals develop- 
ment would preclude wildlife habitat improvement pro- 
jects and an unquantifiable, yet significant portion of 
wildlife and wild horse habitat would be lost. Wild 
horses would be managed at much lower levels and at 
only one location. In most cases, increased livestock 
forage utilization levels would allow sufficient forage for 
current wildlife population tevels. 

Because critical and severe erosion areas would not 
be protected from woodland harvest, clear cuts could 
change the timing of runoff and possibly increase ero- 
sion. 

Obtrusive developments, such as overhead power 
and communication lines, within the designated utility 
and transportation corridors would not comply with visu- 
al resource management Class II and Class III areas. 

Due to proposed tar sand and oil shale development. 
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TABLE 4-22 

Humber of Operators Affected Under tne Commodity 
Production Alternative and Degree of Impact 

Percent Increase From Percent Decrease From 
Existing Use and Revenues Not Existing Use and Revenues 
50-100 U-50 l-10 Affected l-10 11-50 51-100 

Public Rangeland 
Forage 7 13 19 

Operator Returns 
Above Cash Cost 3 17 19 

Note: Changes are based on average use over the past 3 years. 

TABLE 4-23 

Summary of Short-Term and Long-Term Economic Impacts 
to Livestock Operators in Dollars 

Cattle Operators 
Current 

Situation 
Commodity 
Production 

Gross Revenue $2,415,282 $2,420,168 

Total Cash Cost 1,441,458 1,438,120 
Returns Above Cash Cost 973,824 982,048 
Returns to Labor and Investment 526,204 535,760 

Sheep Operators 

Gross Revenue $3,585,258 $3,594,551 
Total Cash Cost 1,509,804 1,512,119 
Returns Above Cash Cost 2,075,454 2,082,432 

Returns to Labor and Investment 1,719,522 1,726,305 
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insufficient water flows could preclude floatboating dur- 
ing midsummer to the late fall on the White River. 

Salinity would increase at the mouth of the White 
River by 5.2 mg/l and at Imperial Dam by 2 mg/l. 

An additional 45,800 to 81,500 tons of soil would be 
lost to erosion as a result of mineral development. 

Even with mitigating measures, TSP standards could 
be exceeded at many areas, including Dinosaur Na- 
tional Monument; the Uintah and Ouray Indian Reser- 
vation; Vernal, Utah; and Rangely, Colorado. Atmos- 
pheric discoloration would be visible near synthetic fuel 
facilities and power plants, the Uintah and Ouray Indian 
Reservation, and possibly at Dinosaur and Colorado 
Nationai Monuments. 

Based ore present technology, minerals mined and 
subsequently consumed, or left underground as unre- 
coverable, would be irretrievably lost. Tar sand strip 
mining could permanently alter the site potential on ap: 
proximately 1,250 acres. In situ oil shale development 
could permanently alter the site potential on approxi- 
mately 2,500 acres. The changes would be irreversible. 

Soils lost due to surface disturbing activities would be 
irretrievably lost. 

Allowing development in the Boulevard Ridge control 
study area would negate the possibility of obtaining fu- 
ture scientific data from that site. 

Some degradation of air quality would be irreversible 
due to established urbanization in the area after closure 
of the oil shale and tar sand facilities. 

A decision to select this alternative would call for the 
conversion of additional non-Federal agricultural lands 
to support urban development. It would lock people into 
an expanding social system that in many ways would 
be irreversible and, in turn, would probably solidify a 
new lifestyle for area residents. 

Because of the number and amount of minerals con- 
sidered unrecoverable with present mining technology 
and practices, loss of mineral production could occur in 
the long term to achieve short-term minerals produc- 
tion. 

A total of 21,000 acres would be treated, resulting in 
an additional 2,700 annual AUMs of forage. Although a 
short-term loss of forage and habitat would occur as a 
result of forage and habitat improvement projects, a 
long-term forage and habitat benefit would occur. 

. 

. 

Mineral development could cause lono-term elimina- 
tion of forage and habitat. The duration-of the impacts 
would depend on the amount of annual precipitation 
and the degree of the reclamation success. Reclama- 
tion could take up to 30 years in areas which receive 
less than 10 inches of precipitation annually. 

Harvest of firewood would increase long-term forage 
production. 

Over the long term, 1,000 acres of productive wood- 
lands could be lost to oil shale development and 18,100 
acres to tar sand development. 

Wildfires occurring in pinyon/juniper stands would halt 
regeneration by destroying the seed source. Reestab- 
lishment of stands would be delayed 40 to 80 years. 
Depending on the size of the burn, the allowable cut 
would be reduced. Less pinyon and juniper firewood 
would be available for firewood cutters. 

In the short term, areas developed for tar sand and 
oil shale would be adversely affected by a loss of visual 
quality to the natural landscape. It would be expected 
that the majority of the disturbance would be unnotice- 
able following a period of successful reclamation. 

The 56,000 acre-feet of water used to develop four 
additional oil shale tracts would not be available for 
other uses until the projects would be terminated. 
Water quality would be restored when the depletion is 
no longer needed. 

An unquantifiable amount of soil would be lost during 
construction of detention-retention dams; however, their 
construction would reduce soil loss by 41,000 tons over 
the next 10 years. 

The PSD air quality increments would be available 
for other projects after completion of the oil shale and 
tar sand developments. 

Direct cumulative impacts on minerals would gener- 
ally be the same as were discussed under the BLM Im- 
pacts for this alternative. Air quality permits and water 
supplies would be available for additional oil shale and 
tar sand projects if considered separately from interre- 
lated projects. When considered cumulatively, air qcal- 
ity permits and sufficient water suppiies may not be 
available, delaying development of Federal oil shale 
and tar sand resources. 

Livestock use would be increased 6,570 AUMs above 
active preference. This would be approximately six per- 
cent over active preference and a 63 percent increase 
from average use (present operating levels). BLM ac: 
tions would result in improvement in ecological condi- 
tion in 30 allotments and a static condition in 24 allot- 
ments. No allotments would decline in ecological condi- 
tion. Approximately 642,300 acres would improve, and 
472,900 acres would remain in static condition. The net 
improvement in fair to good ecological condition would 
be a change of approximately 1 percent from fair to 
good ecological condition. 
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:'\I estimated 3,856 AUMs would be lost due to min- 
do ai development activities; however, land treatments 
would add an estimated 2,700 AUMs of forage. 

Cumulative impacts of interrelated projects (-910 
AUMs) and BLM actions (6,570 AUMs) would result in 
an increase of 41,595 AUMs from average livestock 
use. This increase would be 5,660 AUMs above active 
preference. 

Wildlife use would decrease by 1,219 AUMs (seven 
percent) below current use. This represents a 60 per- 
cent decrease from the allocated level of 43,638 AUMs. 

Wild horses would be allocated 710 AUMs, an in- 
crease from no allocation, but a 71 percent decrease 
from average use. Wild horses would be removed from 
the Bonanza-Rainbow and Book Cliffs localities. 

By 1995, the cumulative demand for firewood could 
reach 8,400 cords per year. Firewood demand would 
exceed the allowable cut by 4,670 cords annually. The 
BLM would not be able to supply fuelwood for over half 
of the people seeking it. 

Visitor days for big game hunting resulting from BLM 
and interrelated projects would expand from the 1982 
level of 6,770 to 11,745, for an increase of 4,975 visitor 
days by 1995. 

Increased energy development, coupled with in- 
creased population would decrease the quality of the 
areas available for dispersed recreation. increased van- 
dalism would also occur. 

Big game numbers are not expected to increase over 
current levels. The number of hunter visitor days would 
almost double and as a result, hunting quality would be 
expected to decrease. 

Demand for all other forms of recreation except big 
game hunting would expand from the current level of 
7,200 to 24,900 visitor days or an increase of 17,700. 
This increase would expand demand for floating and 
fishing on the Green River, ORV travel and sightseeing. 

Cumulative depletions would increase to 223,000 
acre-feet per year or 48 percent of the average annual 
flow of the White River, exceeding by 114,000 acre-feet 
the capacity of the White River reservoir. 

The cumulative increase in total dissolved solids con- 
centration at Imperial Dam resulting from other projects 
and BLM actions would be 7 mgil. This represents less 
than a one percent increase. 

Cumulative impacts on soils would be the same as 
discussed in BLM impacts. 

Impacts to floodplains are the same as in the Current 
Management Alternative. 

. 

Class II TSP standards would be exceeded at Di- 
nosaur National Monument: the Uintah and Ouray ln- 
dian Reservation: Vernal, Utah; and Rangely, Colorado. 
Class II standards for SO2 could possibly be exceeded 
in the BCRA. Yellow-brown atmospheric discoloration, 
resulting from emissions of nitrogen oxides from syn- 
thetic fuel facilities and power plants, would be visible 
from the Uintah and Ouray Indian Reservation and Di- 
nosaur National Monument. 

Cumulative impacts on infrastructure needs for the 
Commodity Production Alternative are summarized in 
Table 4-24. Population projections for Uintah and 
Duchesne Counties, and the communities of Roosevelt, 
Myton, Ballard, Vernal, Dinosaur, and Rangely, show a 
need to accommodate a greater than 10 percent annual 
growth rate. Northern Grand County would need to ac- 
commodate a greater than 5 percent annual growth 
rate. 

Cumulative transportation impacts are displayed on 
Table 4-19. All highways except County Road 262 
would provide an unsatisfactory level of service. 



Table 4-24 

Commodity Production Alternative 
Cumulative Infrastructure Needs 

6Lti and Werrelated Projects 

Soci oeconomi c 
Development Category 1985 1930 1995 2000 

Population Growth 
Total 
School Age. 

Employment Growth 

Household Growth 

Infrastructure Requirement 
Housing 

Single family 
Multi-family 
Mobile homes 

Educaticn 
Students 
Classrooms 
Teacher 

Health Care 
Hospital beds 

General care 
Long-term care 

Medical personnel 
Doctors 
Dentists 
Nurses 
Public health nurses 

Medical health care 
Clinical psychologists 
Methal health workers 

Public Safety 
Law Enforcement 

Police officers 
Patrol cars 
Jail space (sq. ft.) 
Juvenile holding cells 

Fire Protection 
Fire flow (gpm)/ 

duration (hr.la 
Emergency Medical Services 

Ambulances 
Emergency cledical 

technicians 

27,282 
4,619 

15,817 

21,264 

71,230 103,438 
13,834 26,369 

36,822 47,571 

22,970 31,803 

111,582 
41,204 

47,121 

31,306 

4,958 13,730 19,057 18,789 
1,239 3,443 4,773 4,709 
2,066 5,730 7,949 7,835 

4,619 13,834 26,369 33,7S2 
185 564 1,064 1,359 
185 564 1,064 1,359 

59 
12 

1': 
46 
6 

3 
4 

154 221 
57 96 

57 77 
51 65 

132 188 
31 39 

25 26 
27 28 

230 
112 

78 

1;: 
36 

2': 

54 

13,5z 
5 

125 171 230 
125 171 230 

35,607 52,110 55,609 
28 31 30 

6 19 

38 215 

39 35 

268 251 
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Table 4-24 (Continued) 

Commodity Production Alternative 
Cumulative Infrastructure Needs 

BLM and Interrelated Projects 

Socioeconomic 
Development Category 

Utility Service Demands 
Water System 

Connections 
Supply (lo6 gal./yr. 1 
Storage (IO6 galJyr.1 

5,121 
2,551 

TreaQent 
(10" gal./yr.) 5,121 

Sewa e System 
(108 gal./yr.) 992 

Solid Waste - 

2,498 
6,248 

7,777 
8,890 

7,777 

3,443 

9,355 
9,677 

2,498 

2,417 

Acres/Yr.---- 59 15 1 21 8 23.5 -- --------*em-----*-- ---.----~--.-- ---- 

Source: BLM 1933h. 

aFire protection measured in fire flow (gpm)/durdtion (hr.) cannot be 
aggregated across the affected counties. 
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Interrelated Impacts 

Refer to Current Management Alternative. 

Oil amd Gas 

BLM Impacts 

Total annual production and associated dtsturbance 
would remain the same as discussed for the Current 
Management Alternative. The conflicts between the 
other surface resources (reflected by the category de- 
signations) and the potential oil and gas areas are sum- 
marized in Table 4-7. 

As discussed in the Resource Protection Alternative, 
the potential exists for oil and gas developments to be 
inadvertently damaged or. destroyed by oil shale con- 
struction activities. 

Oil Shale 

BLM Irmpacts 

Approximately 80,000 to 160,000 bpd could be pro- 
duced on two to four future oil shale tracts located with- 
in the priority management area (Figure 2-16). Approxi- 
mately 800 to 1,600 acres would be disturbed during 
the production phase. An additional 20,000 bpd could 
be produced on an in situ oil shale tract. Approximately 
1,250 acres would be disturbed because of mining and 
related construction activities. 

Air quality permits and water supplies would be avail- 
able for additional oil shale projects if considered sepa- 
rately from interrelated projects. When considered 
cumulatively, air quality permits and sufficient water 
supplies may not be available. 

Tar Sand 

BLM Impacts 

Approximately 10,000 to 25,000 bprj could be pro- 
duced on future combined hydrocarbon leases. Approx- 
imately 3,800 to 6,600 acres would be disturbed due to 
mining and related construction activities. 

Special mitigating measures (lease categories) could 
affect tar sand development in a manner similar to that 
discussed in the Resource Protection Alternative with 
the exception that less acreage would be placed in 
Categories 3 and 4 if this alternative would be im- 
plemented. These are summarized in Table 4-l 1. 

Approximately 12 percent of public land within the 

three STSAs would not be available for tar sand de- 
velopment (Table 4-l 1). Most of this land has been 
classified as having low potential for development 
(Table 4-11). Land would not be leased within the 
Naval Oil Shale Reserve. 

Gilsonite 

BLM Impacts 

Production levels and associated surface disturbance 
would remain the same as discussed in the Current 
Management Alternative. 

Sand and Gravel 

BLM Impacts 

Approximately 20 to 50 acres could be disturbed an- 
nually as a result of sand and gravel disposal actions. 

Building Stone 

BLM Impacts 

The impacts of this alternative would be the same 
as were discussed under the Commodity Produc- 
tion Alternative. 

BLM Impacts 

Rights-of-way within designated corridors could affect 
up to 93,000 acres (Figure 2-26). Known resource con- 
flicts would include wildlife habitat, floodplains, areas in 
critical and severe erosion condition, campsites, pro- 
ductive woodlands, habitat for threatened and sensitive 
plant species, visual resources, and river corridors (Ap- 
pendix 9, Utility Corridors and Segments by Alterna- 
tive). Site specific environmental documentation would 
be prepared for construction within the 235 miles of 
proposed corridors when specific right-of-way applica- 
tions are received. 

FORAGE 

BLM Impacts 

Blue Mountain Locality: 

Authorization of 5,943 AUMs for livestock and 1,768 
AUMs for wildlife would result in an ,improvement in 
plant vigor and an upward trend in ecological condition. 
This would occur on all allotments except Cub Creek 
and Green River, where trend would be static. Approx- 
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imately 77,200 acres (45 percent) would improve and 
the remaining 20,800 acres would stay in a static 
ecological condition. The net effect of the improvement 
in ecological condition class would be a change of 5 to 
10 percent, fair to good to excellent (Appendix 16, Anti- 
cipated Change in Ecological Condition Class). The im- 
provement would result from land treatments (7,160 
acres, producing an additional 582 AUMs of forage), 
seven water developments, and management through 
grazing systems on the Stuntz Valley, Point of Pines, 
Dot’s Valley, and Blue Mountain allotments (Figure 2- 
27) (Appendix 5, Forage Actions by Alternative). No 
range would decline in overall ecological condition. 

Sagebrush would decrease (by an unquantifiable 
amount) on the treated areas. The life of the treatments 
would be extended through the use of grazing systems. 
Implementation of the grazing systems would defer 
spring grazing, resulting in an improvement in ecologi- 
cal condition. 

Forage allocated for deer would increase by 768 
AUMs above the allocated use to the same level as 
currently utilized this locality. These additional AUMs 
would result from land treatments. 

Minerals developments would result in an expected 
loss of eight AUMs Appendix 15 (Forage Impacts). 

Under this alternative, the combined livestock and 
wildlife use shows an apparent deficit of 348 AUMs (5 
percent) between the authorized use levels and the 
projected available forage. This apparent deficit is not 
expected to adversely affect the overall range condition 
for several reasons. Since the dietary requirements of 
deer and cattle are not the same, an unknown quantity 
of noncompetitive forage exists within this locality. An 
unknown quantity of wildlife forage would also be avail- 
able on intermingled State and private lands. Finally, 
implementation of grazing systems would potentially im- 
prove the range condition by an unknown amount. The 
combination of these unknown factors would more than 
balance the apparent deficit. The monitoring program 
would be essential in determining the actual range con- 
dition and quantity of available forage under this ap- 
proach. Adjustments to livestock and wildlife would 
be accomplished following monitoring. 

Bonanza-Rainbow Locality: 

Authorization of 45,249 AUMs for livestock, none for 
wild horses, 1 ,123 AUMs for antelope, and an unknown 
portion of the deer use in herd unit 28A (the proposed 
use for deer herd unit 28A is 32,577 AUMs) would re- 
sult in an improvement in plant vigor and ecological 
condition on 23 allotments. Stabilization of piar9t vigor 
and ecological condition would occur on six allot- 
ments (Bohemian Bottoms, Brewer, Miners Gulch, 
White River, and White River Bottoms). Approximately 
527,000 acres (83 percent) would improve and the re- 
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maining 106,300 acres would remain in a static ecologi- 
cal condition. No range would decline in overall ecologi- 
cal condition. The net effect of the improvement in 
ecological condition class would be about 5 percent, 
from fair to good (Appendix 16, Anticipated Change in 
Ecological Condition Class). This improvement would 
result from several actions. Grazing pressure would be 
lessened as a result of the decrease in forage allowed 
for livestock use (approximately 76,6?00 AUMs) and the 
elimination of wild horse use (480 AUMs). 

The use of grazing systems on 17 allotments would 
defer spring grazing and improve plant vigor. Grazing 
distribution would be improved by development of 56 
water developments. Treatment of 1,000 acres would 
add an additional 68 AUMs (Appendix 5, Forage Ac- 
tions by Alternative; Appendix 14, Anticipated Trend in 
Ecological Condition). Tota! authorized livestock use 
would amount to 45,249 ALMS (16,074 AUMs below 
active preference). Seventeen aHotments would be 
authorized less than active preference, and 12 allot- 
ments would remain at active preference. 

Forage allocated for antelope would increase to 
1,123 AUMs, a 260 percent increase above allocated 
use. The forage would be provided from the livestock 
AUMs that would be decreased from active preference. 

Wild horses would be removed from this locality. The 
480 AUMs of forage that they currently consume would 
be available for livestock. 

Authorized deer use in herd unit 28A, which encom- 
passes the Bonanza-Rainbow, Book Cliffs, and Hill 
Creek localities, would be 32,577 AUMs. No attempt is 
made to break down this amount of forage by individual 
locality. It represents an increase of 19,793 AUMs (155 
percent) above current use and would allow a substan- 
tial increase in the deer population. 

This forage would be available from the original 
AUMs allocated to wildlife in the 1965 range adjudica- 
tion (see Table 2-l). Proposed livestock and wildlife 
land treatments would provide additional forage AUMs. 

Minerals activities would result in a disturbance of ap- 
proximately 6,544 acres for a loss of 932 AUMs. This 
forage would be taken from the unused forage that was 
initially allocated for livestock. 

Book Cliffs Locality: 

Authorization of 22,137 AUMs for livestock, no 
AUMs for wild horses, and an unknown portion of the 
deer use in deer herd unit 28A and elk herd 21 (the 
proposed use for deer herd unit 28A is 32,577 AUMs; 
the proposed use for elk herd unit 21 is 12,128 AUMs), 
would result in an improvement in plant vigor and 
ecological condition on five allotments. Stabilization of 
plant vigor and ecological condition would occuf 
on two allotments (McClelland and West Water Point). 



. 

CHAP. 4 - BALANCED USE ALTERNATIVE 

Approximately 260,100 acres (86 percent) would im- 
prove, with the remaining 44,000 acres remaining 
stable. No range would decline in overall ecological 
condition (Appendix 14, Anticipated Trend in Ecological 
Condition). The new improvement in ecological condi- 
tion class would be approximately 5 percent, from fair 
to good to excellent (Appendix 16, Anticipated Change 
in Ecological Condition Class). The inbalance between 
heavy use areas (drainage bottoms, water service 
areas, sheltering areas, etc.) and light or nonuse areas 
(benches, ridges, areas without water, etc.) would be 
corrected through development of range improvements 
(48 waters, 16 miles of fence, 10,500 acres of land 
treatment) and development of grazing systems (revi- 
sion of 4 AMP’s on Atchee Ridge, Sweetwater, Horse 
Point, and Winter Ridge) Appendix 5 (Forage Actions 
by Alternative). Land treatment would provide direct 
benefit by opening up sagebrush dominated sjtes, in- 
creasing edge effect and by increasing productron and 
availability of forage. The vitality and life of treated 
areas would be extended through the proposed man- 
agement actions. 

Authorized deer use in herd unit 28A would increase 
19,793 AUMs (155 percent) above current use, as pre- 
viously discussed in the Bonanza-Rainbow locality. 

Authorized elk use in herd unit 21 which encompas- 
ses the Book Cliffs and Hill Creek localities would be 
12,128 AUMs. No attempt has been made to break 
down this amount of forage by individual locality. It rep- 
resents an increase of 8,936 AUMs (280 percent) 
above current use and would allow a substantial in- 
crease in the elk population. This additional forage 
would be derived from land treatments and unused for- 
age initially allocated for livestock. 

The maximum allowable use for deer in herd unit 
28A would be set at 32,577 AUMs and the maximum 
level for elk in herd unit 21 would be 12,128 AUiWs 
making a total allocation limit of 44,705 AUMs, which is 
2,379 AUMs over the original allocation. The total 
wildlife forage demand would be provided by land treat- 
ments (1,406 AUMs) and unused forage initially allo- 
cated to wiid/ife. 

Wild horse use in the Winter Ridge herd unit (Winter 
Ridge allotment) would be eliminated under this alterna- 
tive. The 108 AUMs currently used by wildhorses would 
be returned to livestock since no allocation was ever 
made for the wild horses. 

The Hill Creek wild horse herd unit (primarily in the 
Hill Creek locality) overlaps into the Book Cliffs locale 
(Horse Point allotment). To satisfy the forage demand 
by wild horses, 171 AUMs would be allocated for their 
use. These AUMs would be derived from land treat- 
ment work in the Horse Point allotment (Appendix 5, 
Forage Actions by Alternative: Figure 2-27). 

Minerals (surface disturbing activities) would elimi- 
nate 1,175 AUMs (Appendix 15, Forage Impacts). This 
impact would be compensated for by AUMs derived 
from the land treatment. 

liill Creek Locality: 

Authorization of 7,987 AUMs for livestock, 2,340 
AUMs for wild horses, and an unknown portion of the 
deer use in herd unit 28A and elk herd unit 21 (the pro- 
posed use for deer herd unit 28A is 32,577; the pro- 
posed use for elk herd unit 21 is 12,128 AUMs), would 
result in an improvement in plant vigor and ecological 
condition on four allotments (Birchell, Green River 
AMP, Upper Showalter, and West Tabyago). Stabiliza- 
tion of ecological condition and plant vigor would 
occur on the remaining eight allotments. Approximately 
30,800 acres (22 percent) would improve and the re- 
maining 109,200 acres would remain in static ecological 
condition. No range would decline in overall ecological 
condition. The improvement would result from grazing 
systems (on the Birchell, Green River AMP, and West 
Tabyago allotments) and land treatments on 600 acres. 
Exclusion of livestock from 260 acres of the Green 
River AMP allotment would result in an improvement in 
riparian habitat (Appendix 5, Forage Actions by Alterna- 
tive; Appendix 14, Anticipated Trend in Ecological Con- 
dition). The net improvement to ecological condition 
class would be about 1 percent, from fair to good (Ap- 
pendix 16, Anticipated Change in Ecological Condition 
Class). 

Authorized livestock use would decrease by 4,644 
AUMs (37 percent) below active preference. 

Forage formally allocated to wild horses would 
amount to 2,340 At.‘Ms. This would be 459 AUMs more 
than current use and a total increase of 2,340 AUMs 
(since no use has been allocated to wild horses). This 
increased use would come from livestock decreases 
and land treatments. Forage for wild horses would be 
allocated on 7 allotments (Lower Showalter, Oil Shale, 
Pack Mountain-Wild Horse, Tabyago, Upper Showalter, 
Ute and West Tabyago). 

Authorized deer use in herd unit 28A would increase 
19,793 AUMs (155 percent) above current use as previ- 
ously discussed in the Bonanza-Rainbow locality. 

Authorized elk use in herd unit 21 would increase 
8,936 AUMs (280 percent) above current use as previ- 
ously discussed in the Book Cliffs locality. This forage 
would be available from the original AUMs allocated 
to wildlife in the 1965 range adjudication (see Table 
2-l). Proposed livestock and wildlife land treat- 
ments would provide additional forage Al/A&. 

Minerals activities would eliminate approximately 37 
AUMs of forage (Appendix 15, Forage Impacts). 
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WIl..DLIFE/WILD 

BLM Impacts 

HORSES 

The utilization of 47,596 AlJMs of existing forage 
from BLM lands by big game species, an additional 
1,325 AUMs from Dinosaur National Monument, and 
2,340 AUMs by wild horses, would be sufficient to sup- 
port increased big game herds and slightly reduced wild 
horse populations. 

This level of utilization would be 16 percent, or 9,006 
AUMs short of meeting the forage requirement of the 
UDWR prior stable big game population goals. In addi- 
tion, the utilization level would be 20 percent (600 
AUMs) short of reaching the forage requirement of the 
Vernal district wild horse population objectives. The dis- 
tribution of the various wildlife species would be as fol- 
lows: 900 antelope (600 at Bonanza-herd unit 7, 300 at 
East Bench); 17,300 mule deer (1,500 at Blue Moun- 
tain-herd 26, 15,800 at Book Cliffs-herd 28A); 1,900 elk 
(all located at Book Cliffs-herd 21); 135 wild horses (all 
located at the Hill Creek herd location). 

Surface disturbance from projected oil and gas de- 
velopment would affect crucial antelope, elk, mule deer, 
and wild horse habitat as previously described under 
the Current Management Alternative. 

Oil shale development and development of tar sand 
resources would result in a loss of forage, and dis- 
placement of wildlife (Hamilton 1984) (Appendix 15, 
Forage Impacts). Crowding, stress, and competition for 
forage, water, and *over could result. OmlpacPs to up- 
land game birds and waterfowl are discwssed under 
the CrPrrent Management dllternative (see page 155). 

An unquantifiable amount of habitat adjoining oil and 
gas, tar sand, and oil shale developments would be 
abandoned by most wildlife species as a result of 
noise, disturbance (harassment), and poaching. Gilso- 
nite and sand and gravel development would not sig- 
nificantly affect any crucial wildlife habitat (Appendix 15, 
Forage Impacts) . 

The combined effects of oil and gas, oil shale,-and 
tar sand development, coupled with increases in lives- 
tock production, would be significant (Appendix 15, For- 
age Impacts). 

Annual depletion of 28,000 to 56,000 acre-feet of 
water from the White River could jeopardize the con- 
tinued existence of two endangered fish species, the 
Colorado squawfish and humpback chub, and another 
species that is a candidate for listing, the razorback 
sucker. No impacts to the species would occur if the 
water were purchased from the WRDP because of 
agreed upon conservation measures in the biological 
opinion for that project (FWS 1982). However, the 
White River Dam Project could not supply water for all 
projects proposed in the UBS Development EIS and 
this additional oil shale development. If the water is not 

purchased from WRDP, the determination of the degree 
of impact will be determined in the Fish and Wildlife 
Service’s Biological Opinion. 

WOODLANDS 

BLM Impacts 

Restrictions imposed upon woodland management by 
other resources would limit the allowable cut to 4,270 
cords per year produced from 39,600 acres. Fifty acres 
would be eliminated from the woodland management to 
protect recreation sites, 3,500 acres would be removed 
to protect severe and critical erosion areas, 160 acres 
would be lost to rights-of-way placed in utility corridors, 
4,300 acres would be used for tar sand, and 590 acres 
would be used for in situ oil shale development. Over 
a ten-year period, 100 acres would be lost to wildfires 
and 1,200 acres would be set aside to protect crucial 
wildlife habitat on Lower McCook Ridge. In total 9,900 
acres capable of contributing 900 cords of firewood to 
the annual allowable cut would be set aside or used for 
purposes other than wood production. By 1995, de- 
mand resulting from BLM projects would be approxi- 
mately 1,600 cords annually. 

During harvest activities, big game would be dis- 
placed. Creation of additional openings or “edge” would 
benefit both small and big game animals. Livestock 
grazing in cottonwood stands could prevent the regen- 
eration of seedlings. The cottonwood stands would 
grow old and when removed by harvest or natural pro- 
cesses, would not be regenerated naturally. 

RECREATIQN 

BLM Impacts 

As a result of BLM projects, big game hunting oppor- 
tunities would increase by 3,350 visitor days. 

The demand for all recreation activities except big 
game hunting would increase by 4,200 visitor days. On 
the other hand, 500 user days would be foregone as a 
result of proposed ORV closures and restrictions. Af- 
fected would be off-road travel by rabbit hunters and 
“bikers” in the Bonanza area. 

By limiting ORV use contiguous to the Uintah and 
Ouray Indian Reservation in the Hill Creek area, BLM’s 
ORV plan would be consistent with the existing Tribal 
plan. 

There would be a loss of aesthetic and interpretive 
values by not continuing to protect the Grand Valley 
overlook. 

Water demands for energy development would de- 
plete flows on the White river to minimum on average 
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water years. Minimum flow would make floatboating 
marginal. 

Development of Some 500 acres of potential sand 
and gravel deposits along the Green River from Jensen 
to the new Bonanza Highway bridge would be in non- 
conformance with VRM Class III and would contrast 
with the existing landscape. 

Utility and transportation corridors would cross 5,300 
acres or 12 percent of the visual resource management 
Class II, and 1 ,100 acres or 2 percent of Class III. Cer- 
tain types of rights-of-way placed in the corridor would 
not comply with the visual standards of these classes. 
Impacts would, however, be minimized by consolidating 
land disturbing activities to designated corridors. This 
would prevent the proliferation of construction scars 
and man-made intrusions due to random crisscrossing 
of the landscape. Ten percent of potential oil shale 
lease areas’include Class II visual resources and de- 
velopment within this area would conflict with the visual 
standards. Development would create unacceptable 
contrasts with the natural environment. 

Increased access from new roads built as a result of 
energy development would result in greater hunting 
pressures. 

Impacts to the Book Cliffs Natural Area would be the 
same as were discussed under the Current Manage- 
ment Alternative. 

FIRE lVlANAG 

$LM Impacts 

Full suppression of wildfire would protect approxi- 
mately 84,500 acres throughout the BCRA, safeguard 
private property, and prevent the spread of wildfire to 
nonFederal lands (Tabk 4-72, Wafer Reqwirements 
for Energy 6?evelopmemt). 

Over the next 10 years, approximately 17,000 to 
27,900 acres would be prescribed burned and provide 
additional forage for both livestock and wildlife (see dis- 
cussion under Resource Protection Alternative). 

Modified suppression would be utilized on approxi- 
mately 967,600 to 978,500 acres. Modified suppression 
would result in impacts as discussed under the Re- 
source Protection Alternative. 

WATERSHED 

Water Use 

BLM Impacts 

Development of two to four additional oil shale tracts 

would require 28,000 to 56,000 acre-feet of water per 
year. Those figures amount to 6 to 12 percent of the 
average annual flow of the White River. Less water 
would be required if in situ or modified in situ tech- 
niques are employed. 

If the water cannot be purchased from other water 
users with valid rights, development could be delayed 
or prevented, since the White River is essentially 
closed to further appropriation. 

Water Quality 

BLM Impacts 

Less restrictive mineral leasing and ORV travel re- 
strictions on public water reserves and floodplains 
would lead to a slight, unquantifiable deterioration of 
water quality. 

The Detailed Development Plan for the White River 
Shale Project assumes no wastewater discharge from 
tracts U-a and U-b (Bechtel Petroleum, Inc. 1981). 
Using the same assumption for any additional oil shale 
leases leads to the conclusion of no impact to water 
quality. However, the wastewater would contain high 
concentrations of ammonia, sulfide, phenols, oil and 
dissolved solids, and has the potential to pollute both 
groundwater and surface water if any seepage or acci- 
dental discharge occurs. Based on depletion informa- 
tion in the UBS Development EIS (BLM 1982b), divert- 
ing 28,000 to 56,000 acre-feet per year from the White 
River would increase total dissolved solids concentra- 
tions at the mouth of the White River by 2.6 to 5.2 mgil, 
and by 1 to 2 mgil at Imperial Dam. The increase would 
be less than 1 percent. 

Soils 

l3LM Impacts 

Surface disturbance of 3,800 to 6,600 acres for tar 
sand recovery, 800 to 1,600 acres for oil shale mining, 
1,200 to 3,800 acres for oil and gas production, would 
increase soil erosion in the BCRA. Reclamation would 
reduce the average annual disturbance to about 5 to 10 
percent of the total. Sediment yields from reclaimed 
surface mines were 300 to 600 percent higher than for 
undisturbed sites (Lusby and Toy 1976). In the 
Piceance Basin in Colorado, estimated increases in 
sediment yield of 5.8 to 11.6 tons per acre per year 
during initial construction of oil shale mining sites and 
2.9 tons per acre per year after construction were re- 
ported (Frickel, et al. 1975). Assuming a tripling of soil 
loss from disturbed sites in the BCRA, an additional 
16,800 to 34,800 tons of soil would be lost in the next 
10 years. Although this additional soil loss is less than 
one percent of the current soil loss from the entire 
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BCRA, localized impacts could be severe, with gully 
formation in areas with reduced vegetation cover. 

Closed and limited ORV travel designations and re- 
strictions on mineral development in severe and critical 
erosion areas, would reduce soil loss by an unquantifi- 
able amount. 

Confining major rights-of-way to 46 miles of corridors 
totaling 13,400 acres in severe and critical erosion con- 
dition would result in fewer acres disturbed and de- 
creased soil erosion. 

Constructing up to 3,945 detention-retention dams on 
78,900 acres would reduce soil loss by 505,000 tons, 
over the next 10 years. This is a 3.2 percent reduction 
from the current erosion rate. 

Floodplains 

BLM Impacts 

Excluding livestock from 470 acres, closing 5,200 
acres to ORV use, and allowing no surface occupancy 
for mineral development, would result in an unquantifi- 
able improvement in floodplain conditions. 

Boulevard Ridge Study Area 

BLM Impacts 

Maintaining the Boulevard Ridge watershed study 
area would result in additional scientific data. Discon- 
tinuing the study area would result in impacts as de- 
scribed in the Commodity Production Alternative. 

LAND TENURE ADdLJSTM 

BLM Impacts 

Land ownership could change on up to 16,570 acres 
available for exchange or sale. Up to 18,700 acres of 
land could be acquired by BLM, if they become avail- 
able (Figure 2-7). 

No applications or site specific proposals have been 
received for lands identified for disposal, so an impact 
analysis is not possible at this time. The exchange of 
“disposal” lands for “acquisition” lands would irn- 
prove public land mamgement for all resources. 
Site specific environmental analyses would be done 
prior to disposal or acquisition of these lands. 

AIR QUALITY 

BLM Impacts 

The conclusions presented here are based primarily 
on the analysis of Aerocomp for a 25,000 bdp tar sand 
scenario in the PR Spring STSA, and the 80,000 bpd 
analysis by Dietrich, et al. for additional Federal oil 
shale leasing (Aerocomp 1984, Dietrich, et al. 1983). 
The impacts from new oil shale leasing at up to 
180,000 bpd, were extrapolated by linearly increasing 
impacts associated with the 80,000 bpd (AP) analysis. 

The Class II TSP PSD increments and the 24-hour 
secondary NAAQS for TSP would be exceeded (Ap- 
pendix 13, Prevention of Significant Deterioration Regu- 
lations and National Ambient Air Quality Standards). 
Maximum concentrations were predicted to occur in the 
Book Cliffs State Forest. . 

Sulfur dioxide impacts would be within PSD incre- 
ments and the NAAQS. Nitrogen dioxide impacts would 
also be within the NAAQS; however, visible atmos- 
pheric discoloration resulting from emissions of nitrogen 
oxides could occur at the Uintah and Ouray Indian Re- 
servation and at Dinosaur National Monument. 

SQCIOECBNOMICS 

Economic Conditions 

BLM Impacts 

Oil and gas production and subsequent employment 
and personal income opportunities would not signific- 
antly differ from that analyzed in the Current Manage- 
ment Alternative. 

Production from the oil shale and tar sand leases, 
and therefore, local employment, population growth, in- 
frastructure needs, and fiscal problems would be great- 
er than those identified for the Resource Protection Af- 
ternative but less than for the Commodity Production 
Alternative. 

This alternative’s assumed BLM production and tim- 
ing scenario could result in the region having 31,870 
more people by the year 1995. Including baseline popu- 
lation projections, Uintah County and the communities 
and surrounding areas of Roosevelt and Vernal would 
at some time need to accommodate a greater than 10 
percent annual growth rate. The communities of Di- 
nosaur and Rangely would, at some time, need to ac- 
commodate a greater than five percent annual growth 
rate. Population growth would require infrastructural im- 
provements similar to those discussed for the Commod- 
ity Production Alternative, but to a lesser degree. 

The additional regional infrastructural needs are pre- 
sented in Table 4-25. These needs can be estimated 
for each community by comparing the projected popufa- 
tion increases of that community (Table 4-26) with the 
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Table 4-25 

Balanced Use Alternative 
Summary of Regional Socioeconomic 

Resulting from BLM Actions 
Impacts 

Soci.oeconomic Change f-rom ProJected Baseline 
Development Category l-985 1990 1995 2000 

Population Grotith 
Total 
School Age 

Employment Growth 

Household Growth 

Infrastructure Requirement 
Housing 

Single family 
Multi-family 
Mobile homes 

Education 
Students 
Classrooms 
Teacher 

Health Care 
Hospital beds 

General care' 
Long-term care 

Medical personnel 
Doctors 
Dentists 
Nurses 
Public health nurses 

Medical health care 
Clinical psychologists 
Methal health workers 

Public Safety 
Law Enforcement 

Police officers 
Patrol cars 
Jail space (sq. ft.) 
Juvenile holding cells 

Fire Protection 
Fire flow (gpm)/ 

duration (hr.ja 
Emergency Medical Services 

Ambulances 
Emergency medical 

technicians 

211 

17,195 31,870 28,000 
3,590 7,800 8,131 

8,841 14,783 11,561 

6,052 10,253 7,784 

3,638 6,132 4,674 
918 1,540 1,177 

1,522 2,561 1,952 

3,591 7,880 8,130 
153 323 331 
153 323 331 

44 
21 

21 
21 
38 
17 

17 
17 

73 62 
35 42 

31 25 
26 23 
61 54 
19 15 

16 14 
16 14 

21 35 62 
21 35 62 

8,605 15,939 14,005 
17 16 15 

9 19 15 

116 132 108 



Table 4-25 (Continued) 

Balanced Use Alternative 
Summary of Regional Socioeconomic Impacts 

Resulting from BL!l Actions 

Socioeconomic Change From ProJected Baseline 
Development Category igas 1990 1995 2OUu- 

Uti 1 ity Service Demands 
Water System 

Connections 
Supply ilO6 gal./yr.) 

5,554 10,293 9,041 

Storage ilO6 gal./yr.) 
3,244 5,010 5,280 

- 1,621 3,006 2,640 
Treatment 

(lo6 gal./yr.) 3,244 6,010 5,280 
Sewa e System 

(10% gal.jyr.1 625 1,163 1,022 
Solid Waste 

AcresJr 38 67 ---L--==-T=-z=---l----- -~ -_______ wz-==--I=== --L---------- -----52 

Source: SLM 1983h. 

aFire protection measured in fir, Q floti (gpm)/duration (hr.) cannot be 
aggregated across the affected counties. 
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Table 4-26 

Wpulation Projections 
for 

E3alanced Use Alternative 

1982 1985 1990 1995 

Other 

2000 

Area Base Base BLM Other Base BIN Other Base Base BIN Other 

Duchesne 15,273 17,778 0 4,965 18,632 2,049 10,226 18,684 3,296 13,082 18,929 3,296 15,723 
Roosevelt CCD 11,827 13,695 0 348 15,057 2,029 3,019 15,005 3,263 3,122 14,636 3,263 3,799 

Roosevelt 4,678 5,416 0 244 5,955 1,414 2,057 5,934 2,274 2,106 5,789 2,274 2,599 
Myton 609 705 0 12 775 61 103 773 99 105 754 99 130 
0ther 6,540 7,514 0 92 8,327 554 859 8,298 890 911 8,093 890 1,070 

Other 3,446 10,204 0 4,617 3,575 20 7,207 3,679 33 9,960 4,293 33 11,924 

UiIltah 24,170 25,730 0 18,940 29,326 13,942 35,679 29,863 22,425 45,196 28,985 22,425 53,500 
N, Uintah-aray 4,737 5,061 0 40 5,699 418 726 5,730 449 698 5,565 449 757 
w Ballard 678 775 0 20 966 139 315 976 224 297 926 224 619 

0ther 4,059 4,286 0 20 4,733 279 411 4,754 225 401 4,639 225 138 
Vernal 19,417 20,653 0 1,413 23,611 10,038 10,242 24,117 21,528 12,154 23,404 21,752 14,755 

Vernal 8,549 9,291 0 565 11,065 4,461 4,148 11,369 9,642 4,912 10,941 9,867 5,972 
Other 10,868 11,362 0 848 12,546 5,577 6,094 11,389 11,886 7,242 12,463 11,885 8,783 

Bonanza 16 16 0 178 16 3,486 1,575 16 484 0 16 224 0 

Wffat-Rio Blanco 23,934 24,355 0 146 28,345 488 1,738 27,646 785 2,016 28,144 785 2,403 
Dinosaur 451 501 0 64 405 215 810 425 440 943 437 440 1,124 
XiangelY 3,235 3,193 0 82 3,993 273 928 3,805 335 1,073 3,962 335 1,279 

Grand 8,100 9,850 21 691 10,570 522 a34 
Thamp=n 380 21 691 366 522 834 
Westwater 38 21 691 522 834 

10,324 
366 

3,916 915 9,676 1,494 919 
3,916 915 365 1,494 919 
3,916 9x5 1,494 919 

msa 8 194 1,448 580 

CCD: Census County Division 
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projected population increases of the region (Table 4- 
25) and applying the resulting proportion to the pro- 
jected infrastructure needs of the region (Table 4-25). 

The fiscal problem and issues related to rapid popu- 
lation growth would be similar to those discussed under 
the Resource Protection Alternative, except that these 
problems would be more widespread and of a greater 
intensity. 

In areas where mineral resources overlap (e.g. oil 
shale, gilsonite, tar sand, oil and gas), the impacts 
would be the same as were discussed in the Resource 
Protection Alternative. 

Gilsonite, sand and gravel, and miscellaneous min- 
eral activities would continue essentially unchanged 
from that discussed in the Current Management Alter- 
native. 

The management actions under this alternative would 
affect the amount of public rangeland forage that would 
be available to livestock operators. this could monetarily 
affect ranchers and their ability to obtain loans, with 
some spinoff income and employment effects through 
the local economy. 

Compared to their current forage use, seven cattle 
operators would have less than a one percent decrease 
in available forage, resulting in less than a one percent 
decrease from what they presently earn. 

Compared to their current forage use, two sheep 
operators would have less than a one percent decrease 
in available forage, resulting in a less than a one per- 
cent decrease in th ,( returns above cash cost. 

If mineral developments would be concentrated in 
several allotments rather than spread among all allot- 
ments with mineral development potential, as was as- 
sumed in the analysis, a total of 14 livestock operators 
would have less than a one percent decrease in avail- 
able forage, still resulting in a less than one percent de- 
crease in returns above cash cost. 

The number of livestock operators affected to varying 
degree is shown in Table 4-27. 

Any decrease from active preference could impact an 
operator’s wealth. Under this alternative, total long-term 
grazing privileges could be decreased by 36,028 AUMs 
from active preference. At a market value of $60 per 
AUM for BLM grazing permits, total operator wealth 
could decline by as much as 2,161,680, a seven per- 
cent decrease in their base property value (Appendix 
12, Methodology for the Economic and Social Analysis). 
Although this would be a significant impact on total 
ranch value, it would not impact an operator’s current 
income or ability to repay loans because current use 
would not be affected (Table 4-27). 

By 1995, BLM wildlife management actions could in- 
crease big game numbers, resulting in increased hunter 

days of 3,350 and increased revenues to the local eco- 
nomy of $150,750. This increase could be 50 percent 
higher than present levels. 

As populations increase due to oil shale deveiop- 
ment, recreation use would increase by 4,200 days by 
the year 1995. The increase would result in additional 
revenues to the local economy of $798,000. This in- 
crease would be 58 percent higher than present levels. 

Social Conditions 
The social effect resulting from the projected popula- 

tion increases would be similar to those that would 
arise with the Resource Protection Alternative. The ef- 
fects would be more intense and widespread than in 
the Resource Protection Alternative, but somewhat less 
than the Commodity Production Alternative. The differ- 
ence would be in degree, not in the type of impact. 

-I-WANSPOWTATION 

SLM Impacts 

By 1995, BLM actions would increase traffic volumes 
on the four major highways in the area by 13 percent 
(refer to Table 4-18). Highway levels of service could 
be reduced, but by an unknown amount. Operating 
speeds could drop, an unquantifiable increase in the 
number of accidents would occur, and an undetermined 
amount of road deterioration would occur. 

UMAVOIDA LE ADVERSE IIVIPACTS 

Development of mineral resources such as oil and 
gas, tar sand, and oil shale causes surface disturbance 
and a modification of topography. Such disturbances 
can adversely affect other surface uses and resources. 
Approximately five percent (700 acres) of the area dis- 
turbed by mineral development would be used for pro- 
duction sites and facilities. These areas would be lost 
for forage production. 

Wildlife habitats and population levels would increase 
under this alternative, but not to the degree available 
under the Resource Protection Alternative. With this al- 
ternative, wild horses would be removed from the 
Bonanza and Winter Ridge herd locations and man- 
aged only at the Hill Creek herd location. Additional ad- 
verse impacts under this alternative would be the same 
as previously discussed under the Current Management 
Alternative. 

Above ground power and communication lines, within 
the designated corridors would not comply with visual 
resource management Class II and Class III designa- 
tions. The amount of noncompliance cannot be quan- 
tified until applications are processed. 
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TABLE 4-27 

mmber of Cperators Affected Under the Proposed 
Plan and Degreee of Impact 

Percent Increase Frcnn Percent Decrease From 
Existing Use and Revenues Not Existing Use and Revenues 
50-100 11-50 l-10 Affected l-10 11-50 51-100 

Public Fangeland 
Forage 30 9 

Cprator Returns 
Abxe Cash Cost 30 9 

Note: Changes are based on average use over the past 3 years. 
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Due to tar sand and oil shale development, insuffi- 
cient water flows could preclude floatboating during 
midsummer to late fall on the White River. The White 
River would be depleted of 28,000 to 56,000 acre-feet 
of water annually. Salinity would increase by 2.6 to 5.2 
mgil at the mouth of the White River and by 1 to 2 mgil 
at Imperial Dam. 

An additional 16,800 to 34,800 tons of soil would be 
lost as a result of mineral development. 

Even with mitigating measures, TSP standards could 
be exceeded, especially near the surface tar sand 
mines. Atmospheric discoloration could be visible near 
synthetic fuel facilities and power plants, at the Uintah 
and Ouray Indian Reservation, and at Dinosaur Na- 
tional Monument. 

Based on present technology, minerals mined and 
subsequently consumed, or left underground as unre- 
coverable, would be irretrievably lost. Tar sand strip 
mining could permanently alter the site potential on ap- 
proximately 330 acres. The changes would be irreversi- 
ble. 

The salinity increase would be irretrievable for the 
duration of the water depletion from the White river. 

Soils lost to surface disturbing activities would be an 
irreversible loss. 

Some degradation of air quality would be irreversible, 
due to established urbanization which would remain in 
the area after closure of the oil shale and tar sand facil- 
ities. 

A decision to select this alternative would call for 
conversion of additional non-Federal agricultural lands 
to support urban development. This would lock people 
into an expanding social system that in many ways 
would be irreversible. This, in turn, would probably sol- 
idify a differing lifestyle for area residents. 

SHORT-TERM USE VERSUS 

LONG-TERM PWODUCflVlfY 
Because of the number and amount of minerals con- 

sidered unrecoverable with present mining technology 
and practices, loss of mineral production could occur in 
the long term to achieve short-term minerals produc- 
tion. 

In areas where grazing has resulted in poor ecologi- 
cal condition, the loss of topsoil or source of seed for 
perennial plants, would reduce the long-term productiv- 
ity of the range. 

Use of proper burning techniques would result in a 
short-term loss of forage in a treated area of one to 
three years. The long-term productivity of the area can 
be increased by up to three times the annual produc- 
tion. Chemical treatments and clear cutting would have 
similar short-term losses for long-term gains of forage. 
A total of 19,250 acres would be treated using these 
methods, resulting in an additional 2,000 AUMs of for- 
age within the BCRA. 

Decreasing livestock use by 21,599 AUMs and defer- 
ring spring grazing in the short term would result in a 
long-term improvement in ecological condition in ripa- 
rian areas, floodplains, and the overall range. Although 
a short-term loss of forage and habitat would occur as 
a result of forage and habitat improvement projects, a 
long-term forage and habitat benefit would occur. 

Mineral development could result in the long-term 
elimination of forage and habitat. The duration of the 
impacts would depend on the amount of annual precipi- 
tation and the degree of reclamation success. Reclama- 
tion could take up to 30 years, especially in areas 
which receive less than 10 inches of precipitation annu- 
ally. 

Productive woodlands lost to in situ oil shale develop- 
ment could amount to 590 acres and 4,300 acres could 
be lost to tar sand development. Wildfires occurring in 
pinyonjjuniper stands would stop regeneration and de- 
stroy the seed source. Reestablishment of stands 
would be delayed 40 to 80 years. Depending on the 
size of the burn, the allowable cut would be reduced. 
Less pinyon and juniper forewood would be available 
for firewood cutters. Harvest of firewood would increase 
long-term forage production for livestock and wildlife. 

Visual quality would be diminished in areas de- 
veloped for tar sand and oil shale. However, after the 
extraction of the mineral and completion of the reclama- 
tion, evidence of the past minerals extraction activity 
should be reduced. 

The 28,000 to 56,000 acre-feet of water used to 
develop two to four additional oil shale tracts would not 
be available for other uses, until oil shale developments 
are terminated. 

A long-term, undetermined improvement of riparian 
areas and floodplains would result from short-term clo- 
sure of 5,200 acres to ORV use and limiting grazing on 
470 acres. 

An unquantifiable amount of soil would be lost during 
the construction of detention-retention dams: however, 
their construction would reduce further soil loss by 
505,000 tons over the next 10 years. 

The PSD increments would be available for other 
projects after completion of the oil shale and tar sand 
development. 
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CUMUl..ATlVE SUlvlMARY 
Direct cumulative impacts on minerals would gener- 

ally be the same as were discussed under the BLM Im- 
pacts for this alternative. However, it should be noted 
that while air quality permits and water supplies would 
be available for this level of tar sand and oil shale de- 
velopment if considered separately from interrelated 
projects, when considered cumulatively, air quality per- 
mits and sufficient water supplies may not be available. 

Livestock forage use would be 21,599 AUMs (21 per- 
cent) below active preference. These decreases would 
affect operating flexibility of the permittees (refer to the 
socioeconomic discussion of this section). Wildlife use 
would increase by approximately 3,958 AUMs above 
the allocated use, an increase of approximately 9 per- 
cent above the previous forage levels given to wildlife, 
and 257 percent of the average (current) use. The 
Book Cliffs deer and elk herds would be significantly in- 
creased. 

BLM actions would result in an improvement in 
ecological condition in 38 allotments and a static condi- 
tion in 16 allotments. No declines in ecological condi- 
tion would occur on an allotment basis. Approximately 
846,900 acres would improve in ecological condition 
and 268,500 acres would remain in static ecological 
condition. The new improvement in ecological condition 
class would be a change of approximately four percent, 
from fair to good. An estimated 1,858 AUMs would be 
lost due to mineral developments. Land treatments 
would add an estimated 2,034 AUMs of forage. A total 
of approximately 16,000 AUMs of forage would remain 
unused annually. Plant vigor would improve and 
ecological condition would gradually improve. In areas 
receiving less than 10 inches of rainfall annually, im- 
provement would be extremely slow, requiring 30 or 
more years. 

Wild horses would be authorized 2,340 AUMs, a 
change from no allocation. This would be a five percent 
decrease from average (current) use. The Bonanza and 
Winter Ridge horse herds would be removed; the Hill 
Creek herd would be the only wild horse herd in the 
BCRA. 

Cumulative impacts of interrelated projects (-910 
AUMs) and BLM actions (-93 AUMs) would result in a 
decrease of 1,003 AUMs from average livestock use. 
This decrease would be 36,938 AUMs below active 
preference. 

Obtrusive development within the designated right-of- 
way corridors would not comply with visual resource 
management Class II and Class III areas. The amount 
of noncompliance cannot be quantified until applications 
are processed. 

By 1995, the cumulative demand for firewood could 
reach 8,100 cords per year. Firewood demand would 
exceed the annual allowable cut by 3,830 cords annu- 
ally. The BLM would not be able to supply fuelwood for 
slightly less than half of the people seeking it. 

With the increasing population in the Uintah Basin as 
well as the number of big game, hunting opportunities 
could expand from 6,770 visitor days in 1982 to 15,670 
visitor days in 1995. This would be a total increase of 
8,900 visitor days, or 137 percent. The quality of hunt- 
ing would be expected to remain about the same be- 
cause the increase in big game animals and hunters 
would be proportional. Demand for all other forms of 
recreation, except big game hunting, would expand 
from the current level of 7,200 to 23,400 visitor days, 
or an increase of 16,200. 

Sufficient undeveloped areas would be available to 
accommodate the increase in dispersed outdoor recre- 
ation activities such as sightseeing, camping, and river 
ftoating. Other activities requiring developed facilities 
would be available on adjacent State and Forest Ser- 
vice lands. 

Cumulative water depletions would increase to 
195,000 to 223,000 acre-feet per year or 42 to 48 per- 
cent of the average annual flow of the White River. This 
exceeds by 86,000 to 114,000 acre-feet the capacity of 
the White River Reservoir. 

The cumulative increase in total dissolved solids con- 
centration at Imperial Dam resulting from other projects 
and BLM actions would be 6 to 7 mg/l. This represents 
less than a one percent increase. 

Total impacts on soil and floodplains would be the 
same as discussed for BLM actions. 

Land ownership could change on up to 76,570 acres 
available for exchange or sale. Up to 78,700 acres of 
land could be acquired by BLM, if they become avail- 
able (Figure 2-7). 

Cumulative impacts to air quality for this alternative 
would likely exceed Class II TSP standards at Dinosaur 
National Monument1 the Uintah and Ouray Indian Re- 
servation; Vernal, Utah; and Rangely, Colorado. Yellow- 
brown atmospheric discoloration resulting from emis- 
sions of nitrogen oxides from synthetic fuel facilities and 
power plants would be visible on the Uintah and Ouray 
Indian Reservation, at Dinosaur National Monument, 
and near the facilities and plants. Significant, localized 
cumulative impacts are possible, if synfuels facilities as- 
sociated with new leasing are located close to interre- 
lated projects. 
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Population projections for Uintah and Duchesne 
Counties and the communities of Roosevelt, Ballard, 
Vernal, Dinosaur, and Rangely show a need to accom- 
modate a greater than 10 percent annual growth rate. 
The community of Myton would grow at a rate greater 
than five percent. 

Cumulative impacts on infrastructure needs for the 
Balanced Use Alternative are summarized in Table 4- 
28. 

The cumulative transportation impacts of the 
baseline, interrelated projects, and BLM actions are dis- 
played in Table 4-19. All highways, except County 
Road 262, would provide an unsatisfactory level of ser- 
vice. 

218 



Table 4-28 

Balanced Use Alternative 
Cumulative Infrastructure Needs 

t3LM and Interrelated Projects 

Socioeconomic 
Development Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 

Population Growth 
Total 
School Age 

Employment Growth 

Household Growth 

Infrastructure Requirement 0 
Housing 

Single family 
Multi-family 
Mobile homes 

Education 
Students 
Classrooms 
Teacher 

Health Care 
Hospital beds 

General care 
Long-term care 

Medical personnel 
Doctors 
Dentists 
Nurses 
Public health nurses 

Medical health care 
Clinical psychologists 
Methal health workers 

Public Safety 
Law Enforcement 

Police officers 
Patrol cars 
,Jail space (sq. ft.) 
Juvenile holding cells 

Fire Protection 
Fire flow (gpmJ/ 
duration (hr.Ja 

Emergency Medical Services 
Ambulances 
Emergency medical 
technicians 

27,282 
4,619 

15,817 

8,264 

66,463 94,860 
12,862 23,845 

34,432 42,986 

21,234 28,623 

102,977 
38,606 

43,614 

28,945 

4,958 8,596 17,154 17,371 
1,239 3,195 4,296 4,352 
2,066 5,319 7,154 7,243 

4,619 12,863 23,925 31,295 
185 523 964 1,258 
185 523 964 1,258 

59 
12 

16 
14 
46 

6 

3 
4 

141 198 
51 85 

51 68 
45 57 

122 167 
27 33 

21 20 
23 22 

212 
99 

70 
61 

180 
31 

19 
23 

54 119 160 212 
54 119 160 212 

13,592 33,281 47,166 51,360 
5 24 25 25 

6 

38 

19 33 

184 227 

31 
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Socioeconomic 
Development Category 1985 1990 1995 2000 

Utility Service Demands 
Water System 

Connections 8,769 21,399 30,441 
Supply (106 gal./yr.l 

33,143 

Storage (lo6 gal.lyr.1 
5,121 12,498 17,777 19,355 
2,561 6,248 8,890 9,677 

Treatment 
(106 gal./yr.) 5,121 12,498 17,777 19,355 

Sewa e System 
(10% gal./yr.) 992 2,417 3,443 3,749 

Solid Waste 
Acres/Yr. 5.3 14.1 20 0 21 6 _---~~~-==~--=---I===-~--, -.--L------h 

Source: BLM 1983h. 

Table 4-28 (Continued) 

Balanced Use Alternative 
Cumulative Infrastructure lleeds 

BLM and Interrelated Projects 

aFire protection measured in fire flow (gpml/duration (hr.) cannot be 
aggregated across the affected counties. 
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The Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the 
Book Cliffs Resourc6 Management Plan was filed 
with the Environmental Protection Agency on June 1, 
1984. The EPA published a notice of availability on 
June 15, 1984 which commenced the 90 day public 
comment period. Notices of the public hearing to 
allow the public to comment on the adequacy of the 
Draft EIS were announced by the U. S. Department 
of Interior (USDI) in the Federal Register on May 24 
and August 2, 1984. News releases and newsletters 
were issued to alert local residents about the public 
hearings and the comment period for the Draft EIS. 
September 13, 1984 was established as the deadline 
for submission of written comments. A partial list of 
agencies, organizationsand individuals who received 
the Draft EIS and were invited to comment is in- 
cluded in this Final EIS. A complete list is available 
for public review at the Vernal District Office, 170 
South 500 East. 

The Vernal District Advisory Council held a meet- 
ing on July 25, 1984 to discuss the Draft EIS. Notice 
of this meeting was published in the Federal Register 
on June 19, 1984 and advertised in local electronic 
and printed media. 

The public hearing was held at the Vernal District 
off ice on July 17, 1984. Copies of the complete hear- 
ing transcript are available for public review at the 
Vernal District Office. 

All written comments and oral testimony from the 
public hearing have been reviewed for consideration 
in the Final EIS. Those comments which presented 
new data, questioned the facts or analysis pre- 
sented, or raised questions or issues which directly 
related to the scope of the Draft EIS, have been 
given a response. Testimonies or letters which were 
general or indicated a preference for one or more of 
the alternatives, have been included in the public 
comment section of this document, but have not 
been given a response. Comments which were re- 
ceived too late for inclusion in the Final EIS will be 
given co,;sideration in the decision making process. 

Oral Corments 
Eight persons commented at a public hearing held 

July 17, 1984 and convened for the purpose of re- 
ceiving comments on the Draft Book Cliffs Resource 
Management Plan and EIS. Their names are listed 
below under “Oral Commentors at Public Meetings” 
Their comments and BLM’s responses are displayed 
following the comment letters section. 

Comment Letters 
During and after the go-day public comment 

period, BLM received 151 letters regarding the Draft 
RMP. One of the letters was a form letter, of which 
BLM received 120 copies with original signatures. 
For the sake of convenience, the form letter is only 
identified once in the list entitled “Comment Letters”. 
The letters and BLM’s responses are displayed fol- 
lowing the index of comment letters. 

ORAL COMlvlENTS AT PUBLIC 

TING 
COMMENTORS: 

Jon Hill Ken Young 
Dean Chew Katherine A. Smith 
Nick Theos H. E. Graham 
Merit Snow Jim Tomlinson 

COMMENTOR/SIGNATUWE LETTER NO. 
Benny Holmes ...................................... 1 
Celcius Energy Co. (Tripp) ........................... 2 
Conoco, inc. (Birdsall) ............................... 3 
Bureau of Reclamation (Alien) ........................ 4 
Chevron (Hughes) ................................... 5 
Utah Dlvision of State History (Dykman) ............... 6 
Cody Jenkins ........................................ 7 
Uintah Cattlemen’s Assoc. (Gentry, plus 119 others) .... 6 
Texaco-Denver (Stanton) .............................. 9 
Shell Mining Co. (Mahaffy) ........................... 10 
Tosco Corporation @hay) ........................... 11 
Wildlife Management Institute (Poole) ................. 12 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (Volimer) ......... 13 
E. Vaughn 81 Ervin Wilkins .......................... 14 
Bureau of Mines (Jinks) ............................. 15 
U.S. Geological Suniey (Devine) ...................... 16 
Sierra Club (Catlin 81 Scott). ......................... 17 
Gary Sprouse Ranches .............................. 16 
Meril G. Snow ...................................... 19 
Uintah County Commission (Merrill, Domgaard, Snow) . . 20 
Aaron C. Woodward ................................ 21 
Atlantic Richfield Co. (Briggs) ........................ 22 
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (Smith) ........... 23 
Department of the Air Force (Lammi) ................. 24 
Utah Nature Study Society (Hovingh) ................. 25 
Amoco Production Co. (Anderson) ................... 26 
Exxon Company, U.S.A. (Praetorius) .................. 27 
Mountain Fuel Resources, Inc. (Fiaim) ................ 26 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Hoffbuhr) ...... 29 
National Park Service, USDI (Strait) ................... 30 
Mobile Alternative Energy, inc. (Higgins) .............. 31 
State of Utah, Office of the Governor (Governor Matheson) 32 

There is a 30-day period provided for public pro- 
tests on this Final EIS. If no protests are received, 
a formal Record of Decision will be issued following 
completion of the 30-day comment period. 
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-on p.0. 147 of Ch. W.fL EIS. it ‘L.C.‘ th.t loucr *rocking 

lev.1. uy .cru.11y i.po.a gr..r.r h.rd.hiQ OQ Qlanr. by o*.r- 

gr.rlag in 1oc.lir.d .c..., .ucb . . r.r.chol...’ 

COY.“L 4: JO” tull 

-There “are 38.867 A”& .11o..t.d LO rildlif.. of rhich 22,891 

em evrrsnrly 1n no”“... Th... flpur.. .ha Lh.L the.. A”“. 

.r. .“.ll.bl. Ior “lldlif.; h...“.r , .o coa.ld.r.tloo Il.. be.” 

~.k.a of l ulreblllry, lneludl~ dt.t..c. to w.t”r. etc. B.np 

..d “.~.r htiro”....~. PT. fhs ~bi~g. L~,.UL . ..d LO b. w,rL.d 

on, r.ot eLOEt1r.p 1.v.1,.- 

coement 5: JOll Hill 

“The land c.n be r.~l.l..d and i.pro”.d efrer .in.r.l develop- 

eenr . YiCh . well-lb&~ ~1.n of un.~...nc. wildl‘f. .nd 

ll”..cock “ould DOI b. prcacly .ff.ee.d, or could .cturllg 

leer.... due LO iner.a..d famg. .nd ace...ib,lity.- 

ub.L Ill. up.r.tor ruuld r”n 0” Id. p.r.1r fur LI). r..IL fir. 

y.*r.. 

R..Qon.. 3: 

Ibl. .L.L.“aL eennol be found OLI ~8. 147. 1Iow.“.c. it i. 

coen~r th.r r.ducing li”..tock ourhr. uy a.t i.Qro”. tb. 

.ech*1c.l con*1tioo I” l0c.lil.d 1rc.s .UCh . . “*t.mtwl.., if 

the r.duetiom do.. DOL ch.oy. the . . ..on of u.. or .uffici.acly 

reduc. the li”..tock nueber”. 

R..po... 4z 

Ih.r. .r. hmh rsng. .tid “*tar lm~ro”...“L. proposed for li”.- 

l tock und.r .ll .Ir.ro.ri”.. except 0.. CY.~..L n.n.~...nt 

*t.rll.tl”.. 

B..Qm.. 5: 

It 1. Lru. thet folloving r.chm.clor~ of .r... d.“.loped for 

.ia.r.l., for.&. Qroduced covld b. .qu.l.d ..d. in th. highly 

productlv. .r.... forad. could her..... tkw.“.r, if liocrr, 

d.v.1oprs.r rer. to rak. p1.c. o”.r . r..-y..r period, .I) 

. ..u..d in th. ‘DIP, .ar. for.y. “ould b. r.k.o OUL of 

pmduetion th.” would b. rec1.h.d. 



Cmeent 6: Dean me” 

‘Yvll, ‘0.” p’up,. fi”f QYt “UT Of burl”.‘. IAnd II”bl” Of Cl,” cull 

of UP acqu,red those pemlts and they u.r. II l‘ttle bit more 

th.n I. could bndl. .t kh. cl.., . . . .O it thrued our uho,. 

op.r.tlon 0°C Of balance. I . ..” a”...r pemttr vereu’t cut as 

bed 8s the “inter p.r.Lte. ,o the “inter parsirs Lhro”.d OUT of 

belance our .u.m.r, beceuse Y. bed .or. UIUHP I” the Ylntrf 

CDYnLry . . . llort “f us Lhat had Ch.2.. p.rmltP tluugnt thlc ve 

“odd be Dbl. tO bah”C. OUT OQ.raL‘O” O”t.” 

cmeent 7: oenn Ch.” 

*... beeus. Of drought), caod‘rlons, we got off the r.ng.2 and 

d‘d”‘C Igo O”t on there. C”C maybe ten Qe’CenL Ye eo..thl”g ,lh 

chat. and thet guts it .,most to zero for tbt psrr‘culrr 

yeu’s us.; . . . . so 1. sh~uldn'c be Qenalired for P dtovphty 

year. - 

comeenr 8: Den” me” 

Rcspona. 6: 

If lO"llOrlnp of ll"o,lock use "II""" that Lh. r."Re could .C- 

cawc,d.t. ear. livestock. then more ll”..eock “ould ba allo”- 

ad. A k1.r.c. of forsge uich ,i”..Lo~k. vlldllf., end ul,d 

hx... 1. d..*red. Each ~er.1tt.e “as cont.ctsd pr‘or to inau- 

ant. of Lh. fin., doc”.e”t an* ad,ust.e”tm “*re made I” Ch. 

ll”e.Lock “a. that “OVld be ,“onitored. The prDQ0s.d plan i-c- 

fleer. rll... change*. 

llespons. 7: 

Besponse 8: 

The EL24 r.eo~“lzes that high populations of “orno” crlckecs and 

coyote. c.8 adversely affect ranch operetio”. through consum,,- 

t‘o” Of for.gs an* prednrlo” Of ,,“..toFk. me 8L.l da.* not 

Il.“. a”lh”rlCy to control Of e1tll.r of the,. *p.c,.s. insect 

o”Lbr..k* *Ire rontrolled by the A”hPl .“d Plant rlea,ctl 

l”qmLlo” Sarv‘c., U.S. hQUtW"t Of &,riC”,t”re a”d 



Comeent 9: O..” Che” 

““y Coement. *I. 0” r.“.“.bl. reeources YeraYs e”“lro”m.ntal 

eon..qusneas. 011 end g.* drill‘ng .“d .1ning, including 

road., plpelln.., . . . “ill .ff.ct very I.” .cr.. altar reread- 

lag. . . . .s~eci.lly If your ro.d Y.. fenced, you rouldn’t hrv. 

.ny problem. 1” f.CC, 1T .iglu b. t..rt.r nfrer the **BCYr- 

b.nc*. Therefore. “0 ““. long-tern livestock gr.rinjJ r.*uc- 

LiOOS should be enL‘clQ.3t.d for *inlog or drlllla*.” 

Coyote. *r. controlled b, Lh. AC,a.e’ Lla.a*. Control o,“isio” of 

the U.S. F1.h and Ulldllf. S.C”iC.. The BLA is “‘lli”$ to 

~1c.V tC..LW”ts “f Lh.“. specie.; ho”.“.r, t..csu*r BM do.. 

not he”. drc1sioll suL”oriry fOC r.rol”l”p tries. prok.1e.s. tnry 

have nor baeo included lo the .lt.r”arlve.. 

The text he. be.” revlad to reflect Llll. coucern. 

BeSQO”8. 9: 

The i=p.cts of thi= hlghvay construcrio” projact rer. *iecussr* 

pespons. 10: 

R.f.r LO putIlls hearlug respous. number IL”.. 



comments 

Comsenr 11: HLEL Theo. 

^N”.b.T two. The ,lvr.rock a~srstorr in thl. arrd .omz 10 

yesr. sgo LO& s vol”,,f.~y r.d”erla” of 4”M., snd I think IL 

.v.rag.d ln this llookelltf .r.. over IS parcmt for vildllfe 

us.. I feel th.r that “a. sufflc‘ent. ..,m‘nlly “hen the 

susQ.nnlo” Of “~““a. vs. C.k.“.” 

commenr 13: 

D 1.” lnse 11: 

Refst LO QUbl‘C hr.sr‘“g r..Qo,~J” “umber one. 

such bore.. and burros to be maioralned 0” .” arrd, the .ufhox-- 

is.* officer .hrll c...cYe .*equace forage an* satirfy 0tli.C 

rco’w,lcsl requ‘rew,tr of .“ch horae. and burro. and ‘when 

‘,ecae.ary, adjust UC cxcilrde du.c.t‘c li”..LOCil us. accurdli,g- 

1y.” 



C0mme”t 14: ner*1 snov 

“.,, ‘ didn’t undrrrt.,,d ,.. ~8. A.5-1. 1t raid: K.d”C” 

aQr‘n& grsrlng by 222 A”H. to *.prove ecology condltlo”. 

The present gral‘ng on that 1. only 135 ALi”. In the spring. 

Msybe t!lar is the us. In the fall.” 

“I don’t k.nov ho” you Cd” ..rlmire “lid hurrr use and be I” 

r..ource Qrotecrlo”.” 

CYmmC,,~ 16: “Sri1 S”O” 

hamrnt 17: Y.” Young 

-IO rsduce, 1 think. vould be very h.rd on us -- I shuuld ..I 

rh. ,i”..Lock producer. -- if Y. vs. to 8” reduced an.3 yenal- 

Ire., fur nonu.e “1 these perm‘t. . ..- 

R..Qo”.e 14: 

me C.iC hr. bre‘l rurrrctrd to C”.lI‘ 136 A”“” “f YyciIly “SC. 

Response 13: 

Rrapou.. 16: 

Re.po”.. II: 

P.ef.C to publk hrar‘ng rsspvuae nusber ““S. 



1.1 The ,,r..,ng nu.b.r. presented I” this docu.e”t do not indicate a 

reductlm or ioer.... in li4estock grazing pr.f.r.nc.. This document 

Indlest.. P level of grsriog us. that vould be .““ll”r.d far the next 

fi”. Y.C.C.. The ~armitt... “ill be encoute~ed to QS~~iCtQSt. ‘n this 

eenltor‘ng process. As stsred on page. 74 snd 75 of the DEB. reduc- 

tion. or incren... In llvescock graring would only be imp1e.e”t.d 

b...d "QO" Lh. r..O”rC. condirlo”. . . d.t.~-.i”ed by l”nltori”g. 

M,u.cm.nt. rould be .a*. by .utu.l .&r....nr or by HA declsio”. 



July 11. 1984 

HR CURTIS TUCKER 
BOOK CLIFFS RESOURCE HANAGEllENT 

PLAN TEAH LEADER 
BUREAU OF LAW MANAGEMENT 
170 SOUTH 500 EAST 
VERNAL UT 84078 

KE: Comments on Oraft Book Cliffs Resource Management 
PlanlEnvlronment.31 Impact Statement 

Oerr Hr. Tucker: 

UerprolCelsius Energy Company II actively involved in hydrucav~bon 
erplordtlon wlthin the Book Cliffs Resource Area. Due to both rtruc- 
tural and strstlgraphic entra(mlent of hydrocarbons and numerous produc- 
tive reservoirs. it is this ~~niwn~'s belief that thd entlre Book Cliffs 
Resource Area has substantial hydr&arbon potential which should be 
developed to its fullest extent. This excellent potential has been 
proven by the extremely high IUCCBII ratio present throuyhout the area. 
Marginal drilling economics fn this region would be adverseiy impacted 
by the spec,al stipulatrons outlined under the preferred Balanced Use 
Alternative. 

Wexpro/Celrlur Energy Company recommends the Comnodity Production 
Alternative be implemented in the Book Cliffs Resource Area. This 
alternative will alluw operators to develop the hydrocdrbun potential of 
this area to its greatest extent and allow them to earn a fair retur!: on 
their investment capital. 

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter 
rY 

I 
Sincerelv. 

Carol N. Tripp 
Gcolugist 

I tr 



Mr. Curtis Tucker, Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Management 
170 South 500 East 
“ern.1, UT 8.4071 

Dear Mr. Tucker: 

Re: Book Cliffs RA Draft RMPIEIS 

This letter IS m support of your prcfcrred alternative I4 - Balanced Use. 

I commend you on a thoughtfully, written and vell-documcnted draft RMP. I 
believe you have indeed ottempicd and .chiev.d a balanced plan which fairly 
recognizes the general needs of all your land users. I particularly appreciated 
Tables u-7 and 1, Acrcane Conflicts Between Category Derignations and Oil Cr 
Gas Favorability Areas. This was, to me, .n excellent, graphic method for 
overiew of the minerals conflicts, and nicely clarified by the oil and gas 
favorability maps of Chapter 1. 

AH told.. good job. 

AS you know, RMOCA bar encouraged the YIC of the “m.trlx” pmcerr in 
determination of the likelihood of exploratron under each altematwe. Using the 
data on page 151 of the RMP, I rearranged and calculated a, follows (in 000s of 
StCd. 

Alterwtive 

Current 
Slt”,r,“” 

Geolo*ic Potmtial 
Access 

w !! m L 

Wld 
NSO : :: 

4 
5 

s,,. 27 159 0 
117 655 23 

Resource 
Protection 

Commodity 
Pr”d”ctlo” 

U’ld 
NSO 

25’. 

W/d 
NSO 
Spec 
Std. 

3 5 0 
10 38 3 
68 385 26 
69 017 3 

Li 
0 0 

4 2; 
0 
2 

146 813 30 

m.“k you for ,our EOY.“~.. Your vi.". vi11 be giveo co..td.r.t~o. 

in uklng the fin.1 d.el.ion on the a..oure. n.Lsn.g.u.t Plao. 



Mr. Curtis Tucker. Team Leader 
Page 2 
July 17, 1984 

Balanced Wld 0 0 0 
fJ5.e NSO 1 7 1 

47 363 3 
102 4?5 28 

Wld 0 0 0 
NSO 0 0 0 
spcc. 0 -82 0 
Std. 150 32 

Using the matrix mulriplierr 

0 0 0 
1 2 I 
6 2 
9 :, 3 

1 calculated indices of 

Current Situation 5.70 90 
Resource Protection 5.10 80 
Commodity Production 6.26 99 
Balanced Use 5.16 86 
Maximum 6.34 IO0 

Yours very truly, 

L2c&&d 
E. Fred Birdsall 

bp 
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Chevron 
Chevron USA Inc. 
IO0 SO”,h C”,“rddo Bird.. P 0 00” 599. Denuer, co 002Ol 

Denr Hr. Tucker: 
. 

Thank you far your cuumenc. 



Currlr Tucker 
Bureau of Land Management 
170 South 500 East 
P. 0. Box F 
Vernal, Utah 84087 

Rt: Book Cliffs Drafr EIS 

In Reply Refer To Case No. HI37 

Dear Mr. Tucker: 

The Utah Preser”ation Office has received for consideration a Copy 
of the draft environmental impact statement for the Book Clif!r 
Resource Management Plan. After review of the material, our rfficr 

notes Lhat cultural resources are not considered an area of 
controversy by the document itself, and therefore the m.+teria: 
relating to cultural resources is axtremely brief. 

6.1 our only c-onwent that mtly he considered by the RLM is th.dt thvre 
“,,,“a” t” be “” nL,,,ilgement plan for cu,rurs, r=s”urCeb. If they (10 

become a problem. For example. what kind of inventory is proposed 

in the affected areas. and if these areas are going to be fully 

surveyed with Class III surveys or Class Ii surveys. If it ic not 

considered an area of controversy. we believe that there should be 

some consideration given to future planning for projects in tte area. 

Since no formal consultation request concerning eliglbiilty, effect 
or mitigation a5 outlined by 36 CtR BOG was indicated by )ou, this 
letter represents a response for infurmation concerning locati ,n of 
cultural Te5our‘es. If you have any questions or concerns, please 
‘OnfaCt me at*533-7039. 

JLD:,rc:11137/0bJMV 



7.1 Refer to letter respunbe 1.1 



Bureau of Land Mtnagacnt 
170 South SO0 East 
“cm.1 VT 84018 

Re: Rcduct;on in Gra-ing 

Bookcliff Resource MmaSnenf plan ‘Ieu Leader 

Dear Sir: 

The grazing reduction is not bared o" proper rangs management teachniques 
and rherefore is unacceptable. 

Sincerely, 

NOTE: This is a form letter. The Dfstrict received a total of 120 of them. 
each bearing an original signature. A few pf the signatures were very dif- 
ficult to read. so please forgive any spelling errors in the list below. 
Besides Allen Gentry, we received a letter fwm the following 119 persons: 

H llaughan Coulton 
Paul Y l4ccoy 
JOC Harlem 
Neal Owin Snow 
Vaughn YIlkens 
Yanda 1 Stalcy 
Dorothy Rasmussen 
Garth Horrocks 
Lhwn Powell 
Jimny Caldwell 
Ralph Prescott 
Gene Nyberg 
Bernard Oberhansly 
wrona Prescott 

Phyllis Oberhrnsly 
Hark Oberhanrly 
Ron RIchens 
Edward Colto" 
Craig Caldwell 
Jim Calduell 
Don M Walker 
Leo snow 
Ed W Oscarso" 
nart Batty 
Julia" A lbssey 
Joe &dr Batty 
perry race 
0 Llnford Batty 

Norlene C Batty 
Ana R Batty 
Arde" Y Stewart 
Frank Reynolds 
Lklnna Rde Stewart 
Vickie S Batty 
hrgan Y Batty 
A C Yflkerson 
Ira w hssey 
Ihen Nelson 
Bertha WIlkerso" 
Edna Nelson 
Oee Jenkins 
Shirley Oldaker 

Refer to letter responsee 1.1 and 1.1. 
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August 22. 1984 

Bin Planning Process 
Book Cliffs Resource Area 

Mr. Curtis Tucker. Team Leader 
Bureau of Lend llanagement 
170 South 500 East 
Vernal. Utah 84078 

Dear Sir: 

Atteched is a" Energy and Hlneral Rcsourccs Evaluation covering the 
Bull Canyon (VT-080-417) and Uinter Ridge (VT-080-730) Wlderness 
Study Areas. You ~111 note that both areas have hlgh potentfal for 
oil, gas end oil shale. 

Yhile there is no objection to tallying these evaluations with other 
evaluations to arrive at a consensus of nlnerrl values, this specific 
evaluation should be treated as conffdentlal and not released to the 
publfc. 

Yours very truly. 

RICHARD Y. STANTON 
Land Manager 

T 

GM/ jac 
Enclosure 



aaL- 
IV-1 August 27. 1984 

Hr. Curtis Tucker 
RHP Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Management 
Book Cliffs Resource Area 
170 South SW East 
vernal, UT 84078 

Dear Mr. Tucker: 

SUBJECT: COMENTS ON DRAFT RMP/EIS FOR BOOK CLIFFS RESOURCE AREA 

Shell Hining Company believes that the Draft RMP/EIS for the Book Cliffs 
Resource Area has several positive aspects. lie are partlculsrly impressed 
with the following features of the Draft RMP/EIS: 

- The excellent graphics ahd maps. 

- The thorough d<scussio" of all land mnagement alternatives. 

Ye are. however, co"cerr,ed with some of the languaqe and concepts con- 
tained within the Draft RMP/EIS. Our rrost serious concerns with the 
Draft RHP/EIS are as follows: 

- The apparent restrictions on the.ability of future federal 
lessees to select the Rest appropriate oil shale development 
method. 

- The unnccessarlly restrictive erea from which industry would be 
able to nominate tracts for federal oil shsle leasing. 

- The apparent lack of flextbil1ty to process future land ex- 
change proposals. 

Oetafls on the three above-listed concerns an provided in en attachment 
to this letter. 

Ye appreciate the opportunity to outline our concerns with the Draft 
RWPlEIS and we hope the Ideas expressed I" this letter will be useful to 
the ELM in developing the Final RP(P/EIS for the Book Cliffs Resource 
Area. 

If you have any questions regarding the concerns presented In this letter 
or its attachment. please call Mr. Kenny Schmidt et (713) 870-2840. 

Jack 1. Rhrffey 



10.1 

ATTACHMENT 

SHELL'S CONCERNS YITH ORAFT RnP/EIS 

FOR BOOK CLIFFS RESOURCE AREA 

In the Draft RMP/EIS. the BLH appears to be establishing a policy 

that would severely limit the ability of future lessees to choose the most 

appropriate technology. or mix of technologies, far developing the federal oil 

shale deposits of the Uinta Basin. Specifically. certain portions of the Draft 

WlP/EIS could eastly be interpreted as proposing to: . 

a) Prohibit use of any oil shale technology other thsn undwyruund 

mining/surface retorting in the central Uinta Basin. 

b) Prohibit use of any oil shale technology other than true In-%itu 

(in effect, just Geoklnetic's LOFRECO process) dluny the swth- 

em rim uf the Uinta Basin. 

We s:rungly believe that the BLM should refrain from establishing any 

policy limiting the ability of d federal oil shale lessee to select, with ELM 

approval, the technology, or mix af technologies. that would be: 

, 

NE8421215 



nOst suited to the specific lease tract conditions. 

Host responsive to the socioeconomic, envlronnental. and technologl- 

cal canstralnts existing at the time of lease tract development. 

In light of the above. we suggest that BLH modify the "Oil Shale" 

discussions on page: 40. 53, 60. 161, 181 and 196 to clearly allow the use of 

any oil shale development technology that would be suited to site-specific 

conditions and represent a socially responsible use of the land and mineral 

resources of the lease tract. The figures G" pages 44. 55, and 64 should also 

be changed to ensure that the RMP/EIS consistently provfdes future federal oil 

shale lessees with the ability to select appropriate development technologies. 

We believe thet the process of delineating oil shale tracts for 

federal ledsing would be adversely affected if any of the four alternatlves 

presented in the Draft RPIPIEIS were implemented. Specifically. implementation 

of any of the four alternatives (even the Commdity Production Alternative) 

would severely constrain the process of delineating of1 shale tracts for 

leasing, since only e small portion of the potentially attractfvr oil shale 

lands in the Uinta Basin would be made available for leasing, Limiting the 

availability of lands for leasing would hamper industry's ability to nominate 

tracts that are responsive to the many factors (technological. economic. 

environmental. and rocioecono~~~ic) aftectlng the development of oil shale. 

NE8421215 
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Since the above-mentioned factors affecting oil shale development are 

likely to be constantly changing, the types of oil shale lands attractive to 

industry are also likely to be constantly changing. As such, ELM should not 

premise its Book Cliffs RHP on current guesses as to which federal oil shale 

lands in the Uinta Basin are mxt likely to be in demand for leasing in the 

19’30’s and beyond. Rather, we believe the RMP should be used IS an opportunity 

to make available for leasing all those federal oil shale lands that meet 

certain minirmm resource criteria - such as the criteria used to formulate 

Figures 3-3 and 3-4 tn the Draft WP/EIS. 

Ue are G advocating that all the federal oil shale lands of the 

"iota Basin be offered in an actual lease sale or sales. However. we are 

suggesting that industry be given as large an area as possible from which to 

ncminate tracts for leasing. The tract nomination and ranking process (proba- 

bly administered by the Regional Oil Shale Team) should provide adequate 

opportunity for industry, state/local governments. and the public to provide 

input to the ELM as to the most appropriate tract or tracts for ectual leasing. -- 

The gray-shaded areas on Figures 3-3 and 3-4 of the Draft RMP/EIS 

appear to be the federal oil shale lands that should be nade "available" for 

leasing. At a minimum. the thick oil shale strata of the Uinta Basin depwen- 

tw should be made available for leasing. SpecIfically. that pwtlw of tl,r 

KOSLA (show" on Figure 3-4 of the Draft HMP/EIS) that lies north of the Hhite 

River and west of Utah State Highway 45 appears to contain: 

NE8421215 
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0 The thickest Mahogany lone I" the Uinta Basin. 

D The highest in-place, shalt! oil rerource per unit awa ,I! the Uinln 

I Basin 

10.4 

Because of the two above-mentioned attributes, we believe the Ulnta 

Basin depocenter is a potentially attractive area for future oil ihale leasing. 

Accordingly, we believe ELM should ensure that such potentially attractive oil 

shale lands are not precluded from the tract nomination and ranking process as 

a result of limitations established dxing the RMP process. 

I" conclusion. we suggest that BLH modify the Draft RHP/EIS to 

maximize the federal lands "available" for oil shale ieaslng. By provid! '3 

mxr tract nomination possibilities, BLM would enwre that the wxt appropriate 

lands are actually offered for lease sale. The actual lease tract or tracts 

offered for sale should be determined through a rite-specific tract nomination 

and rankrng process, with adequate opportunity tar public comnent. 

The "Land Tenure Adjustment" discussions on pages 168, 185, and 201 

appear to leave BLM with little flexibility for harldling exchange proposals 

that would involve lands not delineated for disposal In the Draft RHPIEIS. Ile 

suggest that the appropriate partIons of the Draft KMP/EIS be modified to 

provide BLM with the flexlbillty to process a land exchange proposal illat 

NE842!215 
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would be fonjnd to be in the public interest pursuant to the reguldtlollr of 

43 CFR Part 2200. To address OUP suggestion, the Draft RNi'/EIS could be 

nwdified to present the policies, procedures, and guidelines that woul~~ cG,ltr01 

the processing of future land <*chdnge proposals involving lands in the Book 

Cliffs Resource Area. 

NE'3421215 



nr. Curtis Tucker 
Book Cliffs Resource Management 

PI=” Team Leader 
Sureau of Land Management 
170 SOUth 500 east 
Vernal, “tah 84078 

R-2: Draft Book Cliffs Resource 
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement 

Deer Kr. Tucker: 

.%s you know, Tosco development Corporation, a wholly owned sub- 
sidiary of Tosco Corporation, is presently planning a major oil 
shale project on 17,000 acres of oil shale leases from the State 
of Utah in the central portlo” of the Book Cliff8 Reso”rcr Area. 

Representatives of Tosco have carefully reviewed the draft 
ReCOUrCe nanagement Plan (“RnPm). We commend the Bureau of Land 
management (*BLM’I and other contributing public agencies for 
the thoroughness and clarity of the document. 

In the past, TOSCO has expressed a variety of concerns wirh 
respect to the alignment of utility corridors on federal lands 
adjacent to the Uintah and Ouray Indian Reservation (note 
Tosco’s comments to the draft Uintah Basin Synfuels Development 
f,“vironme”ral ImPact Statement). we have stated our belief that 
in determlnlng the future alignment of utility corridors it is 
unwise for the ELM or the Department of the Interior to make any 
assumptions about the Ute Tribe’s future land use plannlnq 
ob]ectives or policies . . . particularly with respect to the 
existence and location of ‘utility corridors’ vichin the reser- 
vation. We believe that the BLH should take approprlatn steps 
to ensure that all federal oil shale and other mineral reserves 
within the Book Cliffs Resource Area are provided wlch adequate 
access across land within the BLH’s jurisdiction. we have 



nr. Curtis Tucker 
A”g”8t 29, 1984 
Page 2. 

specificlally proposed the creation of a utility corridor immed- 
iately sooth, southeast and east of the southeastern corner of 
the Ute Reservation to ensue that eristlng and future oil shale 
projects in the weet central and aouthwescezn portions of the 
resource area will be able to locate accea8 roads, Powerlines. 
pipelines and other similar facilities around tha~r&ervation on 
land subject to BLM jurisdiction. 

In response, the BLI( has promised either to amend existing man- 
agement framework plans to establish such a corridor when TOSCO 
evidences its intent to proceed with its project or to include 
such a corridor in future resource management plans. 

We are pleased to note that the proposed corridor has been 
included in three of the four resource managemenr plan alterna- 
tives, including the BLU’8 preferred alternative (note the loca- 
tion of corridor 5 on Figure 2-11, corridor 12 on Figure 2-19, 
and corridor 10 on Figure 2-26.). For reaaon~ we do not fully 
,,nderstand, however, the proposed alignment has nor been includ- 
ed in the current management alternative as indicated by Figure 
2-5 in the draft statement. We believe that even the current 
management alternative should reflect the BLU’s previous commir- 
menc to amend existing management framework plane to ensure 
;;‘,;:a to Tosco’a project from the northeast acr0.w non-Indian 

. “ore epeciflcally, we s”ggest Figura 2-5 be revised to 
include a corridor around the southeaerern corner of the “te 
Reservation linking the western end of corridor 4 with the 
northern end of corridor 9 for the reasons previously stated. 
The proposed revision will ensure that adequate corridors have 
been provided under all land management alternatives for the 
potential development of existing projects in the resource area 
without any reliance upon unwarranted or unrealistic assumptions 
about future land use policies on surface areas within the 
reservation. 

‘Ph.&k, y\u \for y our cooperation. 

w. Dixon Shay 
Director, G~~ernment Relations 

WDS/ jai 
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nr. Curfia Tucker 
Hook Cliff. Resource l4.“agement Plan 

Team Leader 
Burenu of Land M.M~.~.“L 
I70 South 50” East 
“Clxa1, Utah 84078 

Dear Mr. Tucker: 

“here is no .ch.dul. for assigning monitoring responsibility. 
timing or COBL.. Ih. Utah Division of Wildlife should have a larsr 
part in moniroring wildlife effects. 

Ihe rem “Authorized Crszini, U..” (p.8. xv) i. confusing 
as in Lh. fr.qu.nr reference LO ac~iv. pr.f.r.nc. (listed 86 102.915 
A”“) to compute livestock reductions. Bssed an active preference 
the reductims look very barge, but r.nlisrically the computatio” 
bss. should be th. average 3 year Y... Reduction. then would show 
the true number of A”“‘. LO he 1o.L. The 3 year average “6. is 
66.980 AW’s. “oderare rsducrion. er. shorn by this base, only a 
reduction of 13,607 NM’s far the remurc. pro~ee~io” alternariv. 
and only 93 AUP( for rh. balaoced u.. alternariv.. 

12.3 
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“NlTED STATES 
NUCLEARAEGULATORVCOMMISSION 

WAsHINllrON. 0 c 20656 

Er. Curtis Tucker 
Book Cliffs Resource Manageuwnt 

Plan Tram I enarr .-. --. ___-. 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
170 South 500 East 
Vernal. Utah 84078 

Dear Mr. Tucker: 

In response to the letter from Rolana G. Robison. BLH Utah State Uirecfcr. 
we have reviewed the Oraft Book Cliffs Resource Managelrrut Plan/Environ- 
mental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the Vernal District. Bureau of 
Land Hanagexent, May 1964. Our review was directed to whether the action 
described 1n the draft El5 involved matters wlthln our jurisdiction by law 
or special expertise or had any potential impact an NRC licensed facilities. 
No potentiai effects were ldentlfied; therefore, we have no specific 
ccinnents on the draft EIS. 

Thank you for thr opportunity to review the draft document. 

Sincerely. 

bichard H. Vollner, Director 
Division of Engineering 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
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September 3, 1984 

aweau of Land Management 
Blue Mountain Allotment 
Attention: Carl Wright 

Dear Mr. Ilright: 

lr; reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Book Cliff 
Resource Management Ared. it appears that under the Balanced Use Alter- 
native (preferred alternatrve), the temporary nonrenewable A.U.M.'s would 
be reduced on the Blue Mountain Allotment. The proposed reduction would 
be from 449 A.U.M.'r under the Current Management Alternative to 325 
A.U.M.'s under the proposed monitoring level. e reduction of 124 A.U.M.'s. 
At this tin% it would be very detrimntal to our cattle operation. We 
feel the Jllotment has r.ot been overgrazed end with some type of sage- 
brush treatment the alloOnent will continue to handle the armunt of Cattle 
which we are running at the present time. 

We would like to Imeet with you people before a final declsiw has been 
nude. 



I 



Ye believe th.L m0.t of the inpact‘ .“d eon..qu.ne.. of .,Ch alr.r”.ri”. 0” 
ols.r.l reM)“rCC~ .r. d*scrlbed .deq”.cely L4 cll.pt.r. 7. .“d 4. The figures 
shoring re~~urc. di.lrihutk.n and wellnbilify .r. crpeclally helpful. One 
mignifieimr di.crep.ney. houaver. .hould be corrected. The N.v.1 Oil Shale 
se..w. (WOSS II) and ..c~...L~oII .nd pvar lit. vithdr.v.l. .r. mid to be 
clo,.d to oil .o* 0.. lea.ing (p. 34). but rhcs. .re., (53,000 acres) ece 
dlobn .“.il.¶bl. for l*.*ing on ftg.. Z-I. 2-B. 2-15, .n* 2-23. If the.. .r... 
.r. indeed closed to Icsdng, they .hould be .hovn . . “Ho la... ere..” 
(c.tegory 4) on the figorre.. and the .cr.q. .b.uld bs ineluded In “N) 1.s.e” 
tot.1. ill t.blc. 2-1 *n&i 4-7. (Inctd.nt.lly, rhe Uill Creek Speci.1 Tar 
Send Ace. vlthin the NOSR II is .hot.m . . . ‘Wo I...L WC..-) Ye note that 
the.. .re.. .r. .oder.t.ly (PP.) or hiphly (F3) f.vor.bl. for ail end 8.9 
(fig. 3-l) .nd . nm.ll parr liss within . Xnovn Geelogic structure (fill 3-2). 
Ye believe it 1. neca..nry LO COI’~.CL this dl.cnp.ncy .o that the .tatus 
of ch... land. f. deecribed correrrly Chrou&our the statement mnd the “no 
leasing” acreage d.ts Include Lhe full aaunt of l.nd in Lhl. cateexy. 
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United States Department of the Interior 
CkOL.O~,ICAL SUPVEV 

HMION. b* ?.2m* 

Hemordndum 

TO: Book Cliffs Resource Mandgement Plan Team Leader. 
bureau of Land Management, vernal, Utah 

From: Assistant Director for Engineering Geology 

Subject: Review of draft environmental statement for Book Cliffs 
Resource Hanagemnt Plan. Utah 

Ue have reviewed the draft statement .I requested :n e letter trom the 
state 01rector. 

The statement does not address effects of oil-shale development on aquifers. 
except In conslderlng the potential for ground-water pollution by Seepage 
or accidental discharge from surfdce operations (e.g., p. ZOO). Impacts 
frun dlsruptlon of aquifers. comingllng of poor-quality ground water from 
one aquifer with better-quality Water in another and loss of artesian 
pressure are not addressed. Because the Scope of the selected plan is tu 
include decisions as to nuraber and location of areas for mineral development, 
the statement should discuss these kinds of impdcts and possible .altigation. 

me s‘rd. Nest zone is very limited in extent rnd Only covers a 

partim of the acreage d.lln.ated . . pr‘ority manageoenc .r,e... 



8 S.pte.b*r 198Y 

nr. curt1r rua*.r 

Uur,.u of Land M.n.~.m.nt 
170 so*tll 500 cast 
V.rnal. "tall atoT 

Dsar ltr. tuckmr. 

th. Sierr. Club .nd II,. Yi1d.rn.r). Sooirty aoatinu. our 
inrol”...nt in tll. ..n*g...nt o* put.110 l.“dS in "t."h. Cna1os.d 
.r. comment, on the Boor ClIffS rl.sour.3. n.n*g.m*nt P1.". Pl.... 

oons1d.r th... in ..kia, . fin.1 d.ci.ioa. 

Y. r.qwat to b. r.t..in.* 011 ,OW .*11tng 11.t for .ll 
i,a".s r.l.t*d to publicI l."d. .n* to F.0.1". notlo* or .ny 
.n"lronm.nt.l .n.lysir or pl."ntn* . ..n*..nt oono.raing ttl. .raaa 
th.t .r. oo...nt.d on in our oomm.“ta. U. furth.r r.qu..t 
written aotirlc.tion of .ny pI.nning d.cirlon. 

th.nk JOY for YO”~ h.lp. 

v J...I c.t1in 
Cona.rv.tion Ch.1rm.n 
“t.h Ch.pt.r of the Si.rr. Club 

ilk. Soott 
Southn.st P.pion 
Iha Yi1d.ra.s. Soolety 
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Boot Cliff. fl*rourc. .rs. 
Plsnninp I..“.. 

Unrortunstely, ~0 oen not find where we w*re *iv*” notice of the 
soop1ng process roi- tlli. ers. 1r 0”. w,s sent to ttls si*rr. Club 
or Yil*er”e.. SoGiaty. we unfortunately did not r*c*iv* it. 
Could the BLW plea.= chsck to ..e it we w.r. sent notic.. Ye 
uish to be kept inform*d on sll plrnning steps throughout the 
Vernal Distriot. Pies.. *en* “D notlo. or *ny planing 
prnparstion. revision. or .m.ndm.nt. 

4 lsrge afsount of work h.. gone into prepwing thlo plan. The 
asps .r* helpful in seeing the propoled l otlonr. They are an 
enormous improvement over the Gr.nd IIMP mop.. The comperioon of 
slt*rnstlv*s tsble is simple *nd offers a good summary or the 
difrerenoe betpen the proposed l oticns in each slternstive. 

In .n improvemoot over previous RIP.. there .re tabl*s In the 
gr,rinp budlet. thet show . net tabulation of th* economics of 
grsring. Unfortun.t.ly there i. not . t.bulation of the BLM 
budget (revenue end expenditure) for implsm.ntlng the preferred 
alternative. Ye r.qu.st that th* flnnl EIS produce such .c 
scco""tl"g. 

I The following i*ruea n*rd to be 0unqider.d in thi. plan. 

1. Hany of the major lsnd use d.cision. for publlo lands .rs 
mad. in s.o.rat. fr..m.ni.d .ctions without th* ocmor.h.nsiv. ~- ~-~ 
snvironmanta1 rnalyslr required in the pl.nning proc.... OYtSld. 
this plan the BLM i. q rking d.olrlon. on wi1darne.a 
recommend.tlons. Also outside the plan ar. deoisionr to 
construct a 1srae dam on BLM lsnd. and d.v.lo~ t.r..nd. snd oil 
shale projects. -The ~1.” q sk., nc .“.ly.ia of the oumulstlve 
impsots of all the project. thi. plan would allow. while 
nation.1 and region.1 guidanoa is n.ed.d. th. ma,or policies an 
land use need to bs msde in the RHP and not restrsincd by 
fr.&n.nt.d ouxlllsry sdninlatrati”. polloi*.. 

Uhile .ention is made of most of the.. within th. ~1.“. the 
actual land use d*oioions .r. ocourring in other documents. 
Lesoing for oil .nd gas has no p1.n vhioh concid*rr ~esaing need 
or .COOQ~~C returu LO th* public. Iar..nd. .nd 011 .halc lea.ing 
is covared in . r*gion*l EIS. 

The.. m.Jor setlon. need tc b. oonsid8r.d lo the plan. sepsrate 
decision dooumont. f.il tc adequately eddr... Conf1Ict.. 

- I - 

Puadln~ for u,,.~...nr of the Book Cliff. Pc.ource Area 1. apprcpr~- 

aced on .c .nnu.l Lm.1.. Pro,.eriq the budget with .cy degree of 

.ccur.cy I. MC fe..lbl.. U.ny of the speclflc cost. of PIlP 

,mp,.m~~.~lon “ill be developed during the activity planolng for 

laa.gmeoc of lDdl”ld”Pl r..o”rc.. following the fin*l *.c‘.‘oc on 

Lha DW. Co.r,S.n.fir Amlysi. “ill be don. for a11 propoe.‘, aerlon.. 

The pro,eerr ..ntloned were addressed under ..,a.raL. EIS’. md the 

d.c,.ion. “or. uds .s n.odee”L. Co the exletin~ M..a~.m.nr 

Pr..arork Pl*“.. Thi. dccuoenl do.. dl.cu.. the cc.“l.cl”e Im,mcts 

th.t would r..ult fro* the .Iters.t‘vc*. Brfcr fo p.ges 137, 159, 

176, 192, l d 207 of Lb4 og*s. 

oeuud for oil .cd g.. I. P f”DCLLOLl of nsrlonsl marlrat. and i. .1so 

oucsid. the scope of thi. document. Er*ct figure. for eeooomic re- 

LUG,,. LO th. public io the BCBA .r. not readily .v.il.bl.; hcuever. 

“arnel OtsLriCL .xprndlrur.. for Oil .“d g.. .d.ici.~mricn to fiscal 

y..r 1983 were .~~roxlm.~cely one-half ai11io. dol1.r.. The ~LSCTICL 

returned ln .xc... of 23 .llllon dol1.r. to Ch. N.rion.L Tr...ury 

dur‘ng Chi. .LU p9IlOd. 



Sierrr Club .nd Ulld.ra.Sa Society Co.r.“t. 
Boor c1irrr R.so”ro. “sn.g.m.nt Pl.” 

Ttl* p1.n rollou~ th. ourr.nt .dminA.tr.tion po1ioy of not 
dealpnatlng .I-..a or orit10.1 l nvlronm~“tal O0”o.r”. Th. BL” h., 
,Wo”id.d no r.oord that they her. sir.” ACEC Invetory end 
de.ig”.flo” priority in t-h. planning process. I” rsct area, 
conteinlng important “atAo” end r.pio”el v.1u.r wr. not 
c0”rid.r.d at .ll. Cl*al-lY. the BLH d,r.otly v1ol.t.r this 
.s”dat. or PLPRA. 

The BLH is not r.o.ivi”g I.ir market valu. lor the oomme~cial 
servicea and gooda th. BLH is ru9plying to the public in grazing 
snd minerals manegement pro&ram.. The plan leak. my report on 
rinsnoi.l1 oo*t.Y or peyments on BLW program. and orrers no 
diPf.r.nc. in budg.t and I-.“.““. b.t”..” th. l 1tcr”etir.r. 

.5(1 5. 
On . a.p. where he. vegetation q .nIpul.tlo” from chemloeln. 

rir.. or machines occurr.d? 

*6 B 

Again on . ..P, “lioh are., ha”. had 
review of q in.r.1 withdraw.1 Otst”. sine. th. P.S..&. of FLPHA? 

.7i 1. Yhst .r..s are “0” leased: 

Yhot er... are “ow olaimcd for locstebl. mineral.7 Vhat 
ning plans er. 10 afrect end whet spcoial development 

rtlpulatio”. *r. in plac,? 

9. The BLll needs to oo”.id.r wlld.r”.s. r.oomm.nd.~ionr for 
lsndr in th. .t”dy polioy. IhiS app1A.r to Yi”t.r Rldga. 
UT-080-730. the only r.nsini”(( VS.4 1” the Y.rn.1 District. 

10. Cons.rv,tion group. have sucoc..ofully oont.at.d the BL” 
ul1d.r”s.s 1nv.ntury. Y. have id.ntif1.d edditional .,=.a. of 
hi&h wildornesr qualitirr that er. .“it.bl. for wild.r”..,. etudy. 
In those arces WC have documented the specfic regulstlons the BLI! 
violetcd I” droppin there sr.... Tho.. include: UT-080-402. 
-41’8. -419. -605. -612. -713. -721. Ye requcat that the BLM 
conelder r~ldsrners deai6nstion of the.. erea.. 

17.3 

.4 

.6 

.7 

.8 

Ulld.rn..a inventory un‘t. ~~-080-605 and -612 are locared oats,& 
the Book CHffS Resuurcr Area. Unl~. -402. -113. and -121 were 



47.11 II 
BLM fai1.d to inventory BLM land. within th. Naval Oil Shale 
Ra~erv. for wild.rn.ss deoianetion. This viol.t.8 Section 603 of 
FL?“* which requircr uildernesr rrvicu of all pub110 lands. The 

BLI h.. not "r0"ld.d any doc"n."t givei”~ the BLI4 legal .UthorltY 
t‘, l votd uildor”... i-8”l.u. Ye request thst thi. .i-ea be 
r.“l.u.d for pot.nti.1 uildern... d.rl~o.tlOn. The .r.. i. 
almost co~pl.t.ly n.t”r.l. cOnt*inJ the O”t.t.“din& or*.n River. 
end h.. many outrtnnding wl1d.rn.r. nctivitl... 

.12 “. II 
These ro.dl.nn PP.. just ld8ntifi.d “ted the kind of 

nan~~ement th.t would protect their diver.. “.t”?., character. 
U. request that the BL” analiz. an 

- 2 - 

Sierr. Club .Dd Ylldern... Sooiafy Co.m.nts 
Book Cliffs R.rource *a”a$.m.nt Plan 

alternative that would protect th. uilderncrr va,“.s in theee 
roadl.sd lands. 

12. Coma.rCial op.r.toro on public lsndr .r. msking profit. from 
public land r.so”rc.. at a co.t lsse than th.t offered by 
“On-public land.. Learar end permit. Pr. being sranted. .nd 

.I3 
I 

manage~ant projects conducted to .ubaidir. permit sod lease 
holders. The BLM needs to report the ProCite made from other 
federal lands, .nd nonpublic lands in the EIS. 

13. The BL” is not directly monitoring th. production of 
r8eo”rc.e o” public land.. 011 and gas production information ia 

.I4 
monitored by th. permitt... not the sgcncy. The BL” needs to 
report wh.t monitoring 1. now occurring .nd how this problem will 
b. r.,ol”.d. 

.15 

14. “.ry little obJ.otlv. dot. or doo”m.nt.tlon ia pr.e.nt.d on 
the fdrsle ~ondltion of the range end ourren~ .nim.l us.. 
Oca1.l”“. 0” yr.Zlng m.“.~.a.“t m.y b. m.d. lithC”t sdaqust. 
obj.ctlv. .n.,yais of long-t.rm Rena. aondition. The BLH “..ds 
to r.port the nunber Of saapl. altea. th. history of ..mpl‘ng. 
the ssmbling tschniquee. 
concluaiono. 

and prssant data that support trend 

On “e‘rmb.~ IO, ,982. the Secrerrry of the Tnt ?ri i’ issued . Federal 
Y..g‘.r.r notice, “cl. 47, Ho. 251, to dale u ~?..rl. Canyon. 
UT-080-414. fro. Lb.2 “C.CU8 3f rildernesr et&’ ,, . Tbi. .rca w*= not 
considered for v‘lderarrs under Section ‘01 >f DLPMA becaua. it YBP 
nut ma,ect to etrollg public .Ypp”cL C.? such id.nL‘f‘cat*on. Tn. 
8Ul LPcL~ aurhorlry to reinelate this unit pending the outcome of 
sierrr Club. et .I. V. UarL. et a*. ,,a 1214 propoaas *nllrXdtL*” of 
this .re. by OLnosrur Il.r‘o”al nonYLe,,c. 

Appruxlwtely 11.690 *Cr.” in Ml, caoyun, UT-080-419 (CO-OlO-OO,), 
we. racovmcnded .I BULLID,. for rllderne.. d..,pnrt,on. Tb. recos- 
sndat‘on I.. p”b,ls,re,l ‘,I the Yi‘derna.. Waft Envirwornfa, I.,UCC 
st*tro.r,t. wlit. Bi”.T n..ourc. Are.,. flureau Of Land *“np.m.nt, 
*.k.r. Color.do, 1982. 

A st.t.rid. Yildarnesa CIS Lr currently being prepared which ie the 
proper for”. to consider u‘ldernras Lseue.. Refer to page 13 of the 
DE‘S for . brief dlrcuarloo ot the relarlonahlp ber,se,, this %,P,E‘s 
effort and the Uilderness ~1s. 

~mcently, the adelnlstratlan or NOSR II ha. been trsnsfrrred to the 
OepartmCnc Of Energy. A ner a~r..m.“t 1. YOU be‘“& furnulated. I” 
the new agrs~menc, nu significant cilrn~.. in BLK’S ..“ag.me”t role id 
.xp.er.d. 

.12 BL”‘. Interim Wnageornr Pol,cy appll.. only to those lands be‘ng 
,,,v.ntorl.d or .tudied for uild.rn... dcsipnarion. The unlce 
menrlooed in keesponee 17.10 do not qualify except for unit number 
-414. rntch I. under prorert in the ces. of Slerrs Club, et a,. Y. 
,&CL. et 01.. sod conr‘nurs to be aanaded “R.,.T one ,otrr‘o 
Hdna*.m.nt POl‘CY. 

II.15 There .c. .pproiiu.t.,y 200 ertrbl‘shrd trend .t”dy plot” 1oc.t.d 
Yltnln 30 rllotuun~r. Over a rhourand rite rr‘re-up, have bean wl- 
1.ct.d f”r “colopic.1 conrlir,on. Analyell, ot the Crrod en* condl- 
rlo”, d.t. .r. .LI”~” in Approdlce. I, and 14. The history and t.ch- 
niqu. of ..mplin& md re1.r.d .upport‘.a studies .r. available for 
r.“,rv at Ih. Vernal Di*t~‘cL Office. As explained on page 74 of tnr 
“US, final dec‘slons r.&.rd,ng .,,&.rion of forage are oat lsdr .t 
the cl.. of to. FJS. my ad,“st.entr to ,IY..LOCL .t~cki”,, lev.1. 
“ill be med. follouing Lh. monllurlnp proc.... 



15. Grad”., ch.n$.. in snim.1 snd pl.“t po9ulstlo”. .re not knoun 

17.16 
and are not properly s~sessed at the 9re.ent time. The “Balanced 
US. Alt.rnsti”.” does not .,,.,I the .nln.l .nd 91.” 9c9”latlon 
ch.,,&., th,t wovld oof”r rf “11 Lb. .llou.d r.tiOn. U.T. LO 
“ECUV. The Lmpuct, of man,$ea.nt .otlon. on th.J. poyul~tiorlr 
nasll to be predicted. 

.l 71 16. Ye recomaend efquiring the land. nlong the White River either 
through cxoh.“~. or 9urchra.. 

17, It ir well knoun thet .n OIC..,~“. nu~lber of r~iner., 1.as.s 
hs”. been ,~s”.d 0” f.d.Pa, la”da. The effect ha, beer, to render 
impractical the multiple use of .-e.ources. Excers,“. 1..s,ng has 
mad. mineral expl~lt~tio” the dominant. r.ng1. “SO on most BL,H 
land,. 

18. The BL” need. to devela9 . co”,‘.tent m.thod of contrallrn‘2 

.I8 OR” “se. The “r”““4.d dal.t,onn are better than other RHPs seen. 
but do not offer sdequat. 9rOt.ction for wi,d,ands. erosive 
.O‘lS. and im”“rr.“t hiolcgic ccmm”niti.s. 

,191 19. “inoral .ntrl.~ threaten im9ortant archseolo~ical .,tes. 
endangered and thr..t.n.d ~9eci.s h.bit.t. rprlnea snd im9ortant 
b8at.r CCY~~.,. .1gniricant r.Cr.at*O” .r.a.. illportant acenlc 
visual r4s”“rC.s. etc. The ma,ority of mining claims do not meet 
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the “ec.s.ar~ r.q”ir.mentI to be deemed “slid. nining plans are 
not C”rr.“tly .“aluatsd @i”lng weight to re,O”rE. productlo”. 

,201 20. The permlttad ~r**lng ~44 in many cases *r.ceeds the carrying 
capacity of rh. land. This plan will continue this d.struc’i~. 

w practic.. 
21. Sti9”lations ccmmon1v found on minera, .x31oPation oermits 
and speiial “3. permits ;llo” oft.,, confllctin~ acti”iti.3 vith 
raw r.qulr.m.nts for r.clamario”. The soplication of 

22. The Secretary of the Intrrior decided not t., con.id.r arra. 
less than 5,000 acre. for Y~,~.P”.s, consideration. BLM 
districts I” other are., have reinstated thoa. airas into the 
ullaerness revi.* The V.rn.1 h.3 net done Lnis on Daniel. 

21 
Ca”yO,,. Wu .~,~lanrtion hsa been med. on uhat th. BL” hds 
r‘ZC”“m*“d**. With no ar.9lsnstLon. the BL” JP”“9.d this are* 
whll. not droppln8 other .,‘..a which .r. 10s. than 5.000 dcr.~. 
Thl- are. needs to be reconsidered I” the “i,d.rn.aa review. 

23. The BLH “red., to c0n.id.r in the “la” the comm.nts ,ubmltted 
by the Slerre Club .nd Yilderness Society during the uildarnes. 
srudy 9h.r.. There oo.am.nts are at the “er”., District OffIce. 

.20 sar aespond. 1.1. 



as. The 81” m.y hsv. allowed fedcr., fund, to be “..d for the 
personal benefit of grering operator, .nd member. of the Crazlns 
ldvllrory Council. Ye Pequest thnt the BLV report the vested 
int.r.st. advisory council menhers, their r.lati”es. or b”Ji”.SS 
asso~Lat.~ may have Yith public ,.“‘A man.$es.“t. 

25. Yh,t I, the r.8ion.l ,“99ly for produut. .nd ..r”ic.. that 
.r. noll 4uppll.d by ““bl,” lsndr? on ““bli0 1”“d.. “Lhrr fvdernl 
l”“dS. local &o”rrnm.nt ,.nda. .nd 9riv.t. ,and.. what r..o”rc.s 
er. available? 

26. Yhat sltrrnst. ~‘.Jo~~c.D both on .nd off 9ubl‘c ,“nds can bd 
used TOT the ssm. end “se7 Many Of these rel0;rc.J h.“. rradily 
sv*il*ble sources. .“Ch 8. f,ra wood. Conser”ation of rnargy 
includln~ r*0yc1i*g Of ~aterlslo needs to b. considered for 
mettine future need. and for reducing th. demand for fossil fuels 
““d “cod fuels. 

- 4 - 

Produetlv. woodland eereage ‘8 being designated Ln rhr Book Cl‘ffr 

Reeourc. urea to be manayed 01, a suatalnnl yield uasa~ement proarao. 

AsPurl”* ” future rupp,* ot 1 renerrble re.ource .“Ch a. firevuod. 

shou,d halp conser”e fossl, fuels. 
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Pl,“ning criteria S”d H.nag.m.nt Stip’,lations 
Sierra Club snd Yil*erness Sooioty Comments 

Book Cliffs Resource Han.Semo”t Plan 

The soleation of .n .lt.rn.tiv. is Suided by the “l.n”i”S 
criteria sstabllahed with SO.ls. The DEIS (Dr.ft Environmental 
Impsot Ststemant~ ha. on. half 9.1. of criteria (““Se 14). PS!S. 
1” corractlv .r”lsi”s th..t critarl. PT. -identified and applied 
to .I1 of the aiternsti”.. and provide Sonaral $“id”nc. i” 
FormulatinS the 9l.n.” 

I, “ith the lssu. identification stsg., “4 .r. i”t.r.3t.d i” 
being involved In d.“.l09inS the 9lsn”i”S criteria. Iour ““blio 
9nrtloip.tiO” 91s” .hous th.t th. orit.ria .r. .““ilPbl. for 
public review. Unfortun.t.lY. th. inform.tio” offered in the 
DEIS *ho,,, th.t 9ublic opport”“ity for r.“i.” of the 91a”nin~ 
criteri. “4, not provided. This appc.rs to be inconsistent with 
the public psrticipatio” 9.nd.t.d in the pl.““inS “roce~s. 

The Criteria included In the DEIS fail to .ddre.. all the issues 
that the 91.” should be co”sid.rlnS. As a result. the 
alttr”.tives developed also will not be guided in resolving these 
i,,“.,. The fsllure to provide criteria thnt resolve these 
issues is e critics.1 u8.kne.s in thi. plan. 

The few criteria shown d.monstr.te the points the plan emphasizes 
in r.schinS the preferred alt.rnatiV.. It is interestang to note 
those criteris whioh are .bs.nt from th‘s brief. It is the 
sbsent criteris that show the problems in the plan. In some of 
the criteria. inadequate attention is Sivtn to reporting all the 
key legs1 requirements the plan must meet. There are no planning 
Erltarls that ~“ld. OR” us. d.sign.tIo”. n~snege~~ent of lacst.hle 
mlnersls. or arszing. HO”. of Lh. Orit.Pi. rsquire “fair market 
rctut-“” on the us. of public lsnd’s r.souro.s. Th. “riterid do 
not pivc priority to the inventory .“d identification of areas of 
critics1 environmental fonoern. s FLPMA mand.te. 

In issuing leases the criteria do not require fiar market returrn 
in leasing fees. Such P criterion should be include which 
selects how many aor.. are “““i1.bl. for lees.. The criteria 
also do not require diligent development proof requirements 
1”“rd.r to appro”. OF 1.“,. con”.rsion. In deference to FLPHA. 
the BLH plsns to prolifsr~atc right of usy corridors rathe? than 
consolidating them es much PI possible. 

Th. preferred .lternative sllous ~~8s which conflict with the 
go.,1 or objective in this case. For .x.m91., the preferred 
alternatlvc .llow. the .11 ORY use in critical *oil erosion *reds 
on., with.” oritLcs1 wildlife habitats. ORY use will lncreaoe 
crO,ion in thcs. sreas sn* iop*ct wildlife po9”lationJ. 

“5” 
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31.rr. Club i Yl1d.rn.e. Jooiety Comnant. 
Book CliffS R4.o”~“. “.“.~3tm.“t P,“” 

This Is not “n ““‘?“am”” ““c”r~.““.. A. the r...",'.. "r-8.. "TO 

discussed. q ,ny of the preferrtd .lt.r”.tiY. d.ci~io”S COnfliOt 
“lth the publi.b.d orittri”. The crlterio" thet LS molt 
cons,st.“tly miS”991i.d 1.3 th.t for r.S~“r”. “rottoti”“. ThiS 
criterion is ~99li.d .S sp.ringly .S poSSib1.. 

The Sierr. Club Snd YildernsSs Soci.ty r.q”.StS thlt the Pl.““i”K 
crlttri. Snd resource protection stipulations be conSidered: 

1. Critic.1 Y.t.r.h.d: 
. Develop scdtncntstio” monitoring to quS”itatively measure 
the effect of m.n”~.‘,.nt on ““to, quality. 
. Desianat. ,r.,, Sipniflcsntly contributing to 
s.dim.“t,tion PS “r... of critic.1 environment.1 concern. 
’ EstsbliSh S.dim.“t,tion thraShold ltvels rnd P plnnnin~ 
period ““ter qullity level which will be monitored. 
3 Begin Soil sedimentation Sod S.linlty erosion trend 
sn,lysiS &iving five y.,r ohSng.S in Soil degradation. 
* In th.S. critical wat’ershed .r.,S, min.rSl ex9lor”tion 
snd development .ctlvities hSve sttpulatlons which limit 
public OR” “.,e to q “i”t.i”.d reeds. “110~ “0 r0.d 
construotion in q ,jor usshes or on Slop.3 ot..p.r than 5t, 
and require EloSur. .“d r.c,sm”tio” or .r*10r*tio* an* 
d.v.l09~.nt f”ollitl.s includin& ro.dS. 

3 liners1 erplorstlon access be eroluded from sensitive 
surfae. “Pter C0”rs.s. 

2. Li”.stOCk Cr”rln& 

. Eliminste ov.rgr.zing (over utilirStion) of publrc lands. 
Reduce grszina in cress where the r.ng. trend is down or the 
Rena. condition fsir or poor. 

I 8.0. rongo u.. on the ,,orSt r,in I.11 (.nd thus forage 
productlo”) over the .v.rsg. five yeers. This “““ld lead ‘10 

co”olrt,“t r”“&. iopro”.m.“t. 

. Identify indicator ““iasl “nd pl.nt s9.ci.S which sr. 
s*nsiti”. to gr*zing. The,. sp.oieS Should not be limit?.. 
to na,or game s9.ci.s or plants found fnvorcd by donestic 
stock. 

l Develop threShold I.v.ls m.SSuri”g the quantity “nd 
lu.lity of Indicetor SpefieS for l aoh srrzing are=. 

. gi”. priority in r.“,,. budget US. to develop “deq”Pte 
ror”~. d”t”. From thlr dst.. develop r.na. condition trrnd. 

on rarsg., water qu.,ity Snd quantity. wildlife diveralty 

-6” 

LLvescock would only be removrd from tadangered plant habltet whrn it 
1. She”” Ch.t livestock g’dSl”g ii) dearroying the &.nt or Lt’. habl- 
L.L. Several of the plsnt Species llsred .S threatened or SrnSltlve 
rre ““9.l”‘Sb1. or .Yro rux‘c to Il”eSt0c.k. 

U9ari.n h.bltat, breedin$ j,rounds. nesting sress, snd cruflsl wild- 
life hSblt.t would be protected rhrough .an.sem~nt prScr,cS. or rS- 
duct‘““,. 

Rs”8. im”ro”.~.“ts “ould have a beotflr cost ratlo derelo9ed. This 
rstL0 would Anelude benefit. derived from oLbSr reSourcee rbSr MY 
mc shw males put into frderel revenies. 



Sl.r,-P Club i Ylld.rn... Se.i.ty Cor..nt. 
Boo* CliTT. **.ourc. nan.g.msnt Plan 

.nd pcp”l.ticn.. ORV Y.., .t.. CR.“&9 tr.“d. *l-e not “0” 

.dcq”.tely ouppcrted by en obj.otiv. history of r.“S. 
condition.1 

Ob,.ati”.ly monitor octu.1 ~r.zins “1. of publio land. by 
:iId .“d dcm..fic rnim.1.. (Currmtly. th. BL” h.. not 
r.port.d on .ny field in”.ntcri.. of actual dos.atio srszing 
US..) Actuel UJ. msy not rcllou th. permlttsd psriod 0~ 
p.rmltt.d n”mb.r. 

l I(.mc*e ~rorinp u.e from t-rem rr.gi1. r1p.ri.n zone.. rrcm 
.nd.ng.r.d pl.nt .p.ci.r habitat. .nd during important 
p.r,od, Trcm oritic.1 vi”t.r r.ng. for 6.m. .nd “c”!&.m. 
wildllf.. 

. Red”.. gr.ring “J. in .llofm.nt. uhar. wildlife 
pcpul.ticn l.“el. end rip.ri.n h.bit.t impact. reaoh . 
thr..hold 1.~11 or wh.” th. fcr.g. tr.nd i. dcun”.rd. 
R..cv. or r.d”c. gr.xlng from br..ding ground.. ne.ting 
Jr.**. .nd critical vildlif. h.bitet. .In th. o... of 
sntelcp. .nd blk. thi. q ..ns rrmcving gr.ring from their 
critic.1 T..ding grc”nd. .nd br..ding h.bit.t. 

. Limit r.n&. imprc".m.nto (v.s.t.tlon .h.“s.. .nd Y.t.r 
d.“.lcpm.“t) to .i-.., wh.r. th. O0.t. ol..rlY “i-. 1.23. th.” 
b.n.fito . . . . ..“r.d in f.d.r.1 r.“.““.. Irom ‘,rrzl”g end 
Iedar.1 l rpen~es on th. inprovemenfr. Al.0 limit r.ng. 
inprc”.m.nt. to er... Yhor. no qu.ntiTi.bl. i”crea.4 in 
.edim.nt.tion will ccc”r. whcr. wlldlif. r.nl. snd 
p?p”l.ticn. .r. not afltctcd. .nd I-..DYPC. protection gcals 
are fit-.t q .t. Rsns. imprc”.m.nt. funded by public money 
.hc”ld b. gl”.,, . priority 1cw.r th.” prOtection For 
w.t.r.h.d. “ildlif.. wl1d.rn.r.. r1p.ri.n h.bILsL. and .,-.a. 
of .ritlc.l .““ironm.“tsl .cn..rn. 

1 :cc”rri”g. 
Red”.. &rszi”p Iron .r... wh.r. .ianlCic.nt .ro.ion i. 

ding. of the Bcul.“.rd Ridg. Yaterahed 
gcinz# on Ior t.n yeer.. The BLfi 

cnr.f”lly .“cid.d msntion of tb. r.."lt. of this study in 
If th. 1nform.ti.n i. “.lid .nd .ppli.. tc Other 
Jt"dy r..ulL. should be “..d in othar vegetation 

q n‘pul.ticn prc~rem decision. 

D..isn.t. habitat. of thr..t.n.d snd rndsngered (TIE) 
.p.c‘., snd ‘peai.. being con.id.r.d to be .dd.d to the T&E 
list a. .I-c.. of critical .nviron..ntol .cnc.r”. ACEC. 

17.32 The Boulavsrd r,idg. “rtrrrbrd Reporr. dared August ,984, Y.. not 
.“ril.bl. PL the pr‘llr‘na of the oers. Thin study is currently 
avalldbl. IL Lh. varnr1 District Office. ThC *cu.Jy data Jnslyled 
LhYI f.T. .re inccnelual”s I” *etrr.l”‘c& the effeerr of c;laining. 

17.33 Poccntlrl h.bit.t fur the only confLr..d Lbr.dL.n.d and endanpered 
*peck. “ECUi” I” tlld BCRA, the rdd e.@.. has bezn ill.“L,fL.d 
along Lb. creelI alId UhlLe Ki”er8. No actlona ha”. been proposed fn 
this pr.f.rr.d alterurt‘vr rnicb would ha”. . .ign‘f‘canr .d”.re. 
hpacr on erg14 hablrac. sire apeciflc protectloll of these :IPbltat 



sicrr. Club L Yi1d.rn.a~ sooioty ca..*nt. 
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. s.duo. “ildlif. confliot. with w,t.r r.*O”rO.* thrO”gh 
ello”*d gr.ring l.“.l en* p.riod. c*ncing. .lld offering 
alternate Y.t.r suppll... 

. E.t.bli.h t.raet wildllf. pop”l.tion. whlah r.pr...nt the 
popu1.tic.n* that the r..o”ro. .r.. would norm.11y *UPPOrt 
un.3.r n.tur.1 aondltion.. Pl.” wildltf. oonflict reduction. 
LO . ..t th... t.r‘,.t.. 

. Y.1ld.t. th. .ll.d*d rildllf. b.n.fit* from r.n-&* plan 
community destruction due to ohcmlcal .ppllc.tionr. burning. 
chalnlng. .nd otD*r form. of “agat*tion q .nl‘a”l.tton. 

u. Off-reed Yehiol. Us. end Hensg4mant 
The pl.nnln$ criteri. “*.d to mar. clesrly ..p.r.t. r.cr.eti0” 
vehiolc USC (sight seeing. hunting. etc.) from permitted us. 
(grar1ng. mining. Oil & gas.‘.tc.). Permitted “.hicl* “SO it 

mensled “ndcr the rpecific I.ng”.g. Of th. p.trmit. PerDtttees 

oft*” confur. public “e. rertrictions which do not .CtuallY 
.ff*ct p4rmitt.d “e.. 

Ye r.qu.st th. follouin,J OR” UP. deaignetlon aritorin be used: 
**Closed*. Cloted d..ign.tion, be q .d* in .r.** where 
e.i,,nifi cnt impacts from vchfale “.* b*. or will ocC”r. in 
d*ri$n* .d wildern... .r.... % d.ri~n.t.d primitive or netural 

l r..* , relict biolo~ioal communities. .nd*nger.d end 
thr..t*n*d *p.c‘.. h.b,t,t. ai-che.olo~io.1 *It.=. .r**S 
#her. OR” “e. would imp.ct importent nonmotorlnrd 
r.ar*.tlon. .~.*a uhi.,h hsv. no .rl,ting “*hicl. ueyr which 
would be Imp*ct.d by OPY “se, riparia” habitat snd “*ten- 
t-*so”Pc*., arc.5 wh.r. the BL” l.oks the budset to q snaae 

ORV us., .nd “ildlif, h.bitat during oritlo.1 . . ..o”.. 

..LlmIt*d’* L1.it.d d..l~n.tions .ho”ld . ..“r on land. 
“nd.r “ild.rn... .t”dY, ,r.a* of oritia.1 .““ironm*“tal 
O0”c.r”. l.nd iaport.nt for do.ertic .nd wildlIfe r.“g.. 
Ih. 1imit.d d..lgn*tion b. .ppli.d to l.nd. “hsr. surtained 
“at of the sxisting vehiol. “.y. ~111 not ..“I. impact. to 
th. *djsc.nt landa. th. trsvellod w.Y. livcrtonk L rildllfc 
populetionr , .nd 0th.r non.otorlr*d “..S. Spoalflc “eye 

op.” for u.. to CRY. within .r... d*.lgn.t.d . . limited 
*ho”ld b. .*rk.d 1” th. f1.ld .nd ..p. pr0duo.d uhlch *TO 
.v.il,Dl. to th. ,a”blio. Ylthi” 1imlt.d .r..., th. w.y. 
d.*i&n.d for u.. *ho”ld b. only tho.. n..d.d for r*ur..tlon 
u.“. , which don’t prevent .o”fli.t. t. 0th.r r*.o”rc.* (for 
.X.~Pl.. OR” “.. inor..e,s .r.h..olo~io.l *it. dsatruction). 
and can be managed for r.,o”rc. protooti.” under the 8I.H 
budget. 

-u- 
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Open d..l~o.tlon. .ho”ld be .ll.“.d on lend. uhloh 
h.“. pro”.” to be cble L. oustcln ~.n.r.l cr.. off-road 
vchialc "$0 under the wor*t o... UD. ..ti.*te.. *na1ysis Of 
goner.1 cr.. OR” U.. i.p.ct. needs to inalud. .omprch.n.‘va 
a~alysl, of the impset. on cl1 n.tur.1 re.our.e, snd other 
l.nd “.e. end be b...d on ob,.etl". d.ta t.k.n from the .-c. 
under l n.ly.ln. The .naly.i* n.,~. to aons1d.r thrcrhold 
le”.l. for .c.n‘o qu.llti.., soil condition. forage 
produot‘on. vildllf. L 1:vrstock pop”1.ti.n. .nd canfllctins 

.r.** identified for open OR” “I. ,ho”ld be sble LO 
he ‘ntenal.“.ly q .n.g.d to monitor and oontrol the ORV UC.. 
A minimum of .re.. should be dcaign.tcd .pen to meet the 
limited demand for ~.n.r.l area ORV rcorcction. If PII 
Other rrquir*m.nt. ore met. open cr.. d..i~n‘,tionr chauld be 
limited to tho.e uhich the BL!4 c.n support the int.n.i”e 
nrna~ement in their budget. 

cu,turs1 R..ourc., 
‘n”*“tory or q snap*m.nt policy for 

Uhile oil i se. stipulationa 
prohibit aCC.s, road. L‘roa oraaslng , *,t. ““Ll, it 1, 
inventorlad, no protection i. given from the impacts of 
y.rmlttecJ and ORV “SC,-;. The Ch.pL.r requ..t. the follovlng 
?lannlng criteri. be “led: 

Conduct P co~preh.n.ivc 5% inventory of archaeo1ogical 
sites in L.he RI. 

0c.ign.t. cre.. hsving ‘mport.nt sit.. I. sr... of 
critic41 l nvironm*nt.l concern. ,,a”‘,~. the.. de.ignated 
area. to restrict Y.hi.1.. .u.y from rite., to lnte”.i”.ly 
inventory .rch.ealogic rc.o”ros.. rnd to prevent theft, 
d.,truction. or d.grsd*tion of these culture1 values. 

L.nd* .ction. 
Pl.““i”.g Criteri. 

L.nd. .v.il*bl. for ecquisition: 
‘nonpublic land* which .r. Critif., for the q .n.~em.nt and 
prOt.Ot‘on Of natural “.lues on sdjsccnt P”bliC lands 
.nonp”bli~ land. within designstad uildcrn... creaa 
‘lands thst would improve the q .n.g.m.nt of public lrndr. 

Land* .".‘l.bl. for ..le or exchsn~.. 
Eech 0C the following critcrl. need, to be met: 
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Sterr, Club L Yildern.,. Sooicty Co...ot. 
BOOY Cliff, Ae.O"rC. n.".gem.nt Plan 

.landa which do not poo.s*r prersnt or future valuable 
nar”r.1, ecenic, hi,toriC. .Conomic purpose. 
aland. which beosure of loc.tion or cher.ct.ri*tios PT. 
d,ff‘c”lL end un.co”~mic to m.n.g. P. p.rt of th. public 
l.nda rnd .re not ruit.bl. for q sn.~.m.nt by another Federal 

.,.nda who.. di.poc.1 serv.. . documented importsnt public 
cb,.cti"e in the ‘0C.l gO"*rnm.nt I."d ~*"sgemenc plan which 
c.n not be schievcd by .ny other oltern.t‘".. *he PUbllE 
obJ.ct‘ve must outwct~h ,I1 the benefit. thst could be 
r..l‘Z.d In retainin&, thor. lends. 
*‘*"da “hioh h.". qu.1ifi.d Ior dispos.1 m"*t first b. 
con.1d.r.d for cicb.n~e of other nonpublic lsnda which meet 
the .opuirition criteri.. 
.L.od. ms~e .v.il*bl. for *al. uhich ho". met the above 
criteri. be .old for fair m.rk.t price. 

“t,lity Corridor. 
criter1s 

Utility focilit,., be limited to d.s‘g”.t.d corridori. 

l Derignation of . utility corridor or right-oP-way only 
oc.ur through . ~1.” .m.ndment or r.“i.i‘,n Yith publiC 
in"ol"enc"t. 

. To minimize environmental impacts snd reduce th. number 

of r‘ghLs-of-vPy. common right,-of-w.y ,ho”ld be required to 
the .*t."t pr*ct10.1. 

e Eich right-of-u..y or permit of CCC... shsll require 
removrl of facilltie. and reclaastlon sfter the permit 
purpose ha, ended. The psrnittes rhould be r..ponsibl. for 
the control of OR”. to prevent OR” u.. in ..ns‘ti”e are... 

t 1” cr... Of i.port.nt *""lrOnm*nt.l concrrn. .xi*ting 
utility use chould b.. diaoontlnued when an Opportunity 
.ri.a. due to end of u*eful life or uhen nn upgrade i. 
propoccd th.t c.” b. met on other corridors. The old u.. 
*hould then be Fcm0v.d from the PO" and the .r.. reclaimed 
.t the utiliti..‘ erpen... 

8. ni”4r.l.: 

17.38 Coal. Oil. go*. gtth.rm.1 .nd other l...able r.*~"r~.. *hould 
follow the following planning criteri*: 

l Not is,". lea,., on lsnds por*.s.in,, ‘mportsnt nat"r.1 

v.lu.* or “her. the cumulative inpnct. of erplor.tion and 
d.v.lopm.nt would lesd to *i~nlf‘c.nt doms~.. 

- 10 - 



Slorrc Club L Yildcrnc*. Saol*ty Co..caL. 
BODY Cliff, Resouroe M*ns~.m*nt PLO” 

. Tckln~ 911 *.ur.e. of minercl re*ouroc* Including 
con*crv*tion snd alternate *ource*. limit offering leases to 
th. number needed to meat tne b..ic mineral demand. 

l Limit l..*in~ to Only thor. lsnds which osn .d.q”st.lY be 
proven to hove diligent eiplorotlon and development within 
thC 1e**e period. 

l Extend only Ic*.cs which *rc diligently producing a 
comierci.lly competitive miner.1 comnodiry. 

. Require f*ir m*rk*t competitive prifing on 011 lease*. 

* Regulre cxplor.tion to occur within two y..r* of lease 
issuance. 

l Revoke ls.*er sold foramor. th.a the lc..e foe. 

l Hot more than 102 of the Al rhould be .v.il.bl. for leas. 
*hove the amount of l*nd arpected to be diligently explor*3 
snd developed in the le.*e period. 

The plannina ariterl. fail to *id in the decision on which 
are.. *hould reeicv. which stipulstion*. Ye *ugse?.t that 
the following criteri. be used: 

Catc~ory 1 minimal resource prota~tion 
Areas where this ..tegory appllc. include thq.e srea.? where 
the ORV de*lgn.tionS for opan Oreo *pply. Limit th. “.* of 
these *tipul.stlon. to or..* whore current inten*. oil or g*s 
production ho. occurred and no clgnificsnt impact* *re 
found. 

Cctegory 2 w.tcrshed and wildlife h.bit*t protection 

Thi* ..t.gory needs to be divided into rubc.t.gorl*.: 
Category 21 Y*t*r.hed Protection 
Apply thi* criterion to Critic41 u.t.r*hed. and riparian 
habitst ore.* 
Category 2B Cultursl R*.our.* Pr0tecti.n 
:;f:: thl. criterion to area* eonlalning archaeological 

Category 2C Protcotion rlf ICC: 
Apply thl* to ore*. deSignpLed .re.* of critical 
*nvironm.ntal concern 
Category 20 Yildllf. and Livcatock Protection 
This c.ts~ory .pplic. to .rass which hove impOrt.nL gaar. 
nun~dme ulldllfe or llvastoak rc*our.e*. 
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Sstegory 2E Retraction .nd *cenic rccource* protection. 
Arecs which .cnt*in Lmport.nt rcorccticn .“d rcaoio 
resource3 (class II or 111 VRH) 3!.ould hove these 
stipulstion. on sny 1e.a.. 

Each of the.* subc.ttgorles ~111 aontain .ommon protocrion 
atlpulation* Yh1.h npply to *ret* acn*Itive to 5011 erorlon. 
slope. greeter than 51 where road construction will be made. 
grazing lad*. 

Cctc~ory 3 Wo Surface *ctivlty 
Surf... protection need* to be required on l.nda uithln lmpcrtant 
natursl orcoo to protect their r*.curce*. Certain ACECa may need 
thi. rtipulct‘on. 

Cat.(lory , 80 Le.seo Is.ued 
Lands that or. d*si$n.t.d wilderno.. or.... under wilderness 
*tudy, major .rch.eological *it.*. endongerrd .nd threatened 
~pec‘c. hsbitat, asjor recreatlcn are.. *hculd not be open for 
le.**. 

L..*t.blc Mlnsrclr 

Controllins locstablc miner.1 .lplor*ticn and development offers 
..v.ral msnsgemont optic”*. A majority of the pr..ent mining 
claim. fail to q aet the minimum requiremsota nec..sPry for 
remcining “slid. In m.n.ging miner.1 devslopraent, the BLH needs 
to .y*tematicslly *valuate the performance “f *.*easm.nt wor!i and 
ert4bli.h the prc.s”ce of * vsluable minersl. Claims which fall 
to plcet the “eoc.s*ry oriteri. need to be contooted for validity. 

L.ndr .hould be withdrown from miner.1 entry in .re.s where the 
value of n*tur.l rc*ourcc* .nd the benefit* from other “*es 
Outweigh potentisl mineral production benefltc. 

The Yildsrne** Soaicty and the Sierr. Club rcqueat that mining 
pl*n* be *y*t*m.ticslly *valuated snd protection reqciresents 
Imple~.“ted urine the fcllcvln,, .tipulst‘on.: 

Cl.J. 1 Op.r.Lion in existing production *TO.* 
In orcoo where hi*rorlc major mining bar ocourrea mining plans 
need to includ. removal of surface atruetures. elimination “f 
hum.” hazard,. disposal of tailings. replacement of top soil. 
control of *ro*ion. w.t.r “u*lItv crctection. and revexetaticr 
with natural vegetation in a manner which will allou natural 
p1anr .uccsraion. This “ategury appli*s to .rr.s where maJor 
mining ,~Livltie. have “ccurred I” the post. 
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Slerr. Club g Yildcrner. Society Correct* 
Book Cliff* Re.o”rCC “*nagement Plan 

Cl... z Wow miner41 l ctiviti*. in criating n4tur.l cr.*. 
Mining plan. need to perform Cl.** 1 requiremcnt~ end *void 
Lmpcotlng turfcot **t*r *uppll*~, reed oonctruotlon on .tecp 
alopes, opening new or**. to ORY u.4. Yew rood. ne..d to be 
recl.imed snd clo.ed to ORV *cc... within . *toted period. fhia 

cstegory sppllcr to ore.. wh.rc q lnlng .ctivlty ho. not regularly 
OCCurred. 

Cl*** 3 nin1ng in ACEC 
In tree. of aritiocl onvironment.l concern mining plan. need tc 
include the requirement. in C1...c. 1 sod 2. In addition tc 
these, mining plcn. need to llait mining sctivlticr in Caration, 
p.ricd, .nd degree th.t would lead to sn import.nt n.tur.1 value 
found in the ACEC receiving . mc..ur.blc ncgctivc impact. 
“ehtcle coo.*. “ould be limited to the mini” opcrot‘on and 
c~cc.. route. cloocd and reo1.1m.d after diligent oper.tlon 
CC**.*. 

c1*.. 4 Clocod to mining. withdrawn from miner.1 entry 
Arec. withdrown from miner.1 entry ore those which are de.ignated 
8. uild.rners ore... wild rnd rcenic river.. relict communities. 
snd outrtsnding notur.1 ore.*. Al.0 withdrawn sre or.89 where 
msr,a‘em.nt of mining scti”‘t‘e. can not be olloved rlthcut 
.ignific.nt impact. or conflict. with other q ultipl. re.curces. 

9. Uildern... 

The Cheptcr hoa Jcnt citcn.Ivc comment. on tech of the vildarnasr 
*tudy .rccs In the rc*ource ore.. Wont of the decision criteria 
and iaruc. rsired in tho.c commcntr I. .pecific.lly addressed in 
the drnft RUP. Ye requert that tho.e comment. be re.ponded to in 
the fin.1 EIS for this p1.n. 

The cnlan fail. to conaider D.niel. Canvon YSA droDoed and not 
re1nbt.t.d c. other .rc.. h.vc been. - 

. 
The plan 01.” needs to 

conrider uildernss. deeignstion for .re.. where ulldern... 
inventory viol.tion. occurred lesding to the ore. not receiveina 
ulldernc~. study. UT-080-902. -419.--605. -713. -730 are or..*- 
where inventory vlolotionr occurred. The Sierra Club’s t..timcny 
before Congrerc give. the .pecific regul.tionr th.t were violated 
in there oreas. The Slerrs Club snd the Uildorncso Society 
requert th.t the BLM review the intenrrlvc inventory Oreo. dropped 
from uildcrne.. .tudy end identify Lho.e ore.. whsre deletion. 
were aode for the ..mc rc..cn. the IBLA ruled invslid. Those 
are.* should slso be reinventorled. 
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Slerr. Club i Yild.ra.as Sooiety Co...nts 
Book Cliff, Bssouroe “.na~.m.“t Plan 

IhO,. are., UhlCh poJo.ss uild.r”.ra ch.r.at*riotior need to b. 
Ii”.” p’iority in prot.oting fh.i? n.tur.1 r.DO”r0.s. nsnsgcnent 
of OR”, should be 1imlt.d to .,i,tlna r0Ut.s. min.r.1 d.“.lopm.“t 
be 1imit.d to sctivitl.. uhioh occ”rr.d prior to 1976. .“d ?snB. 
manipulation not bs allowed in the,* ar*as. 

b.r*ss Of Critical Envlrona.nt.1 cono.rn 

Th. BL” “..d, to giv. priority to tho ld.ntiCicntion dsai&natIon 
and prote.ation of ares8 of critical ."*iro"m*atsl oo"c*r". Th. 
scotion on ..ff.ct.d .““iro”..nt” lists r*v*ra1 .aritica1 
o"viro"m.nt.1 co"..rn, "hich h.v. region.1 and national concsr". 
Th... lnclud. .1k. snt.lope. b..r. .“d do.,’ habitat; river 
r.or..tion .r..a (th. Cr..” R1v.r .“d th. Whit. River): scenic 

.nda”S.r.d sp.ci.o h.bltst. c..“,it,iY. soi1 srosion *r.aa. 
.“d rild .“d ac.“ic ri”.r ca”did.t. .r..a. 

The plan lists ar.as uher. tb... rp.ci.1 values are found. The 
plan doea not drrcribc the applla.lton of ,CEC CPitaria "or show 
any record of a comprrh.“siv. i”“.“tory. 

17.431 I" on. oa**, the BL,, do.. describ. why it did not considar ACEC 
dcsit’nation. That 0.~. i. described on p.~. 13. Th. hsbitst for 
the .“d.“p.red Color.do squ.ufish ill th. Cr..” and Whit. River. 
“as found by the BL” LO m..t tll. r.1.v.nt orit.ri,. Yet the BLH 
found th.t oth.r q s”.g.m.nt d.oi.io”. w.r. pi”.” priority over 
.CEC. Tb. BL” found th.t building th. Whit. River D.m Jhould be 
~1v.n priority 0v.r th. d.aig”.tio” of .” ACEC. Thir mirpriarlty 
diraotly violates the lit.r.1 i"t.nt of FLP”.. 

Th. BL” th.” w.“t on to ray th.t. “BL” does not h.“. th. 
.uthority to play . m.,or ro1. in the m.“.B.m.“t .“d prot.ot:o” 
of thss. fish sp.ci.n. .“d th.r.,lor.. .CEC dcsign.tla” would ““t 
afford gr..t.r pror.otion: The BL” then 0it.s . 1983 letter in 

17.44 th. BLN fil.. Y. r.q”.at a copy of this 1.tt.r cnllsd "Evnna. 
Porn 1983 ".~.oD of Critic.1 F.nvironm.nt.1 Co”c.r”--Th. Book 
c1iccr ll.zlourc. “snsgsment boa.” 

17.45 
Th. BLN’. di.cl.1m.r or management .uthority is not tru.. BLN 
do.. have th. .bility to m."sg. land "..a that .floot the habitat 
of these speoies. Thir .rror q u.t b. correotsd in th. final EIS 
and the ar.a d.si8”at.d .n sr.. of critlo.1 a”vironm.nt.1 
conc.rn. 

Th. BLN did apply tho ACEC cr,t.ri. to thr.. oth.r .r.as. There 
is no r.cord or how th.y "or. .ppl,.d or th. in"."tory of th. 
ar..,' "al".,. This needs to be 1nolud.d I” the II.%. Ih. BLN 
concl”d.d th.t t,m v.lu.r “Y.c. d.trrm1n.d to b. r.lev.“t but 
were “at c0”aid.r.d to b. of .or. th.” local import.nco.” The 
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17.42 Se. R..pon.. 17.3. 

17.44 Thl. r.qu.,C ha. teen hunore*. 

17.45 Brfcr C? pep 79 uf the DEIS for *‘scus..loo of Ead.%“g.r.d, 

Thhresrenod, .nd Se”.lcive Hnb‘ta. Se. Response 17.3. 



Si.rra Club k Yild.rn.aa Sooi.ty Co...,,ts 
Book Cllffa I.so"~o. Nans~ement P1.n 

BL” oll.rs no objeotir. .rid.no. to .upport th... f.1,. 
oonclu~lonr. The “ildliy. h.bit.t oited 1. of r.&lon.l .nd 
national o0nc.rn. fh. riv.r’s so.nio .ad r.or..tioo v.lu.. .r. 
Of n*tion.l i.port.aoe. Th. .nd.ng.r.d rp.ol.a h.blt.t is of 
nmtlon~l 0000.rn. Ih. aimpl. information pr.s.nt.d in the DEIS 
SUppOPts our oonolu.lons. not thoa. of th. BLU’s ACLC dlrolalmsr. 

17.46 
Ye regue.t th.t th. BLH aend us 0opl.s of .ny dlrtction from the 
.,t,t. or Y.ahinaton D.C. oT?ic. on ACEC lsau... Cl.arly the BLII 
h., be.” given direation uhloh do.s not ..toh th. ,CEC .g.ncy 
policy or FLPIIA. 

1,. Yild aad Scan10 Plver R.com..nd.tlons 

17.47 Are,, vhioh meet the “...l..ry ariterla for rild .nd .c.nic river 
olassification should be inventorled .“d r.oom..nd.d. The plan 
do.. not consider r.commend.tion of any are.*. 
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17.46 A copy of b.3 CFR 1600 h.. been mx,c LO you. Refer to 1610.7-2(.). 

17.47 The !&IL. aad Cr.." P1v.r. that flow through the Boot Cl‘ff. Br,ourc. 

Are. W.C. 1nv.atort.d and Ii.r.d in the publlc.tlo.: The N.rioavid. 

P‘rer. Invsa~ory, The N.c‘onal Pnrk Servlc.. U.S. Dep.r~m.,x af L,,. 

Interior, “.*hiagton, D.C. 20240. Jaarury 1982. Thl. report indt- 

e.L.. Ch.L rh... LY. rivers “ever qu.lif1.d ..d were =.v.r 1i.c.d for 

seudy 1” B.CLiOO 5(*) of Lh. Y‘ld and scenic uv.r* Act. B.C.“.. of 

. hck of 11.1 l~forurlon er circum.L.r.c.., nelLher river ulll be 

r.Lnv.r.Lori.d. 



8 

ALTEIYATIVLS AYD THEIR ANALYSIS 

Plaolng s.ch of th. .lt.Pn.tiv.s in parall. column. I. helpful 
in ..r.rain~ the 1.rg.r differences betu..n the l ltornstivss. 
Yh. .pprndioea 0ff.r l ro.llent information on how protective 
stipulations tie t. th. prcpo8.d d.olalons. This h.lpr l‘nk the 
the plan u‘th 1mpl.m.nL~tlOn. Impror.m.“tr ha*. bran m.d. in th. 
maps pror1d.d in the DEIS. Thay clearly show th. q .jCr aCtions 
Lexo.pt cumul.tiv. air pollution) and l r. major improvement over 
the n .pa round in th. Grand IlIP. 

In this section of the Yl1dern.a. Sooletv .nd Sierr. Club’. 
Co.m.*t*, the existing alt.rnatives vlll-b. d1.ou.a.d. Y. *I*0 
request aonrtderatlon of ch.nSea to Lh.s. l 1t.r”ativ.s. 

Air Qu*llty 
The .bal.noed US. .lternativc. .llows .ncrmous th. mineral 
d.v.lcpm.nt in many .r..s. P.S. 201 of th. DE13 reports that 
this .lt.r”.tiv. would .uthorir. notlone th.t would vIolate the 
I.tiCn.1 Ambient Air Pu.lity St.nd.rd.: .Th. Cl..a II TSP PSD 
incremcnt~ and th. 24-hour r.condary WAAPS for YSP would b. 
.xo..d.d.’ 

This conoluslon .pp..rs to be b.a.d upon th. pollut.nt. 0aua.d by 
a 25.000 bpd t.r r.nd and 80.000 bpd oil Jh.1. sC.“.rlo. sever.1 
other major pollution oau1e3 appear not to h.v. bee” aonridcrsd. 
It appears th.t the oumul.tive imp.Cts to .ir gu.lity hove not 
h.“. b..” .s..s..d. 

rho.. .dd‘tion.l o.“... ‘“0l”d. the con.truot‘on .nd cp.r.tiCn c 
the Yhlte R1v.r Dmm. the CcnetruCtlon .“d op.r.tic” of the Bonuz. 
power pl.nt. mlnlns .nd prooeoaing of Silsonitc, oil A g.s 
produotlon. .“d .econdary developm.nt assooleted with th.re other 
pro,.ot*. Seoondary p.rticu1.t.. from erp.nd.d dirt road vehicle 
us. .nd from oonotruotio” msy .xc..d that .at‘m.t.d. 

Yhs EIS n.edr to report .11 the I.Ctors th.t w.re . ..cs..d in 
detsrminins l ir pollution l.v*la. The level of .cti”itY. it0 
contribution to .ir pollution. .“d the oumul.tl”. pollution 
level. should b. reportsd. It appasrs th.t the .lr pCllutlcn was 
only aaae.s.d for a few of the individual dev.lCpme”t and not for 
th. the tot.1 pollution th.t could be produc.d. 

Until this .naly.is is performed. the BLN Can not produc. a” 
alternative that can be prove” tc meat PIP quality rtand.rds. 
The BLN is le..ll~ required to ..!a . decision that meets th. lsu _~. 
in protactlng l ir qu*lity. E”.” With th. 1lalt.d .nalyrls s‘v.“. 
the SLN .dmits th.t the pr.ferr.0 .ltornPtiva would vial.t+ the 
Cle*n Air Aot. 
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17.48 Yhi. dosx,.CL .ddr..... th. .iSait‘cant. cumul.riv. impacts upolr .ir 

qu.ucy. FT.C.r to P.S. 146 of the OBIS, Air Q~rl‘ry As.uopt‘c”.. 

6W dC.. CCL lnt.sd LO violas the N.E,o”~~ kb1e.t A,r Qu.l,ry 

St.nd.rd.. The I.p.cc idsnt‘tl.. .I\ .rc..dn”e. uadcr the Preferred 

.lt.m.rtv. s.11 proyc..d f.d.r.1 .nd ncnf.d.r.1 project. would b. 

ap.r.t1n* .L Lh. s.m. Cl... IrPu*“c. of * fader.1 Oil ohal. leas. 

rovld lavclv. .~PCOV.~ of P mLnl”t a”* op.r.r‘e” p,.” only if a,, 

.*.qu.r. incr..enr Of sir quality UO”ld b. .“.ll.bl.. Yt.. “Lab 

D.p.rt..nC of k.lrh, Butea” of Air Quality. would b. re~~onrtb,. for 

i..u‘ll* eh. .ppCOpCLnC. air quality pemic. *nd *.r.r*l”inp ch. beet 

.v.‘l.bl. control Lschoolosy th.~ would be r.qulr.d LO . ..r the 

.ppllc.bl. .lC qu1ity re*ndarda. 



Y P 

Ihe VALd.rnosa Sooi*ty A Si*rra Club Comment* 
Book c11rrr nesouro. ~*nsg.m.nt Plan 

I Ye reaue*t th*t the BLH oomplete the required oumuletlre lm~*ct 

1 l nelyil* on *lr qu*lity ***‘edopt en l li*rn*tive tb.t rill ieat 
the sir quellty les*l requirementa. 

Gr*rina 
The plsn fails to reoort if the *otlve *referred *r*rina u*e ha* 
b..n’rysr...tio.lly ;o”‘tor.d .nd .ctu.i “*. ..tc;.o th; “umber 
of p.rmits purah**ed. The plan Is unolear in defining Mu*e 
level. AU",.= Is thla th. av.rsge number of permits pur.:ha*ed 
..oh y..r, or is the the nclusl sraring uee b**ed upon * 
monitoring progrm in the field? The EIS need* to clarity this. 
Ih. plan faila to report sny ch*nge* in the maximum permlkted 
U.. , “preference u*e.” 

17.50 The plan indioater that the sverase use ia approximately 112 of 
the prererenfe uee. ‘fh..pl.” .l*c ‘ndic.t.* thet . Isrg. “umb.r 
of ereaa hove l dcunw*rd fcr.ge trend or poor r*n&e condition. 
Over use 1s admitted in revera arae. ineluding Blue Mountsin. 
StuntL Ysl1.y. .nd Point of Pine,. I” DO.. C.0.. “Fens. 
i.prO”...nt** are propcacd that arc l lleged to incrcooc grazing. 
But I” .*ny C...,. overgrazIng la allowed tc continue eve” though 
the rsngs condlticn i* dovnw*rd or poor. 

Overgrazing is *galnrt the la’+. The ELM q “*t t.k. direct action 
to end thi* pratice. Th. BLM mu*t choose sn *ltern*tive which 
and3 overgrazing. The preferred .lt.rnst‘“. do.. not *top over 
I?*Zi”p. 

Range improvements are plnnned for *everill locations mostly 
involving burning vegetstion. Erperlcncs in other areas has 
proven that alloulng grazing on newly *ceded ch*lnings or burns 
doe* not 1e.d to * oignif’icsnt improvement in forsge production. 
The p1.n need* to .*tabli*h rtudy .r..* LO pro”. the benefit* of 
this rsnae msnipulstion. If *“Y p.*t rtudier hove been 
p.rr0r..*, the*. need to be reported. While the reference* 
1iJt.d in the beck do Ai”, some title* whioh diso”.. “.A.t.ticn 
**nip”l.ticn. there *re not *ny report* cited th*t ***e** Lhe 
lorsg. snd .cono.lc benefit cl rsng. q *n‘pulstion u*i”$ the BL,, 
grsrlng practlcos thi. plan sllcu*. 

There is no cost benefit *“alyals of range q .nipul*tion. Thi. 
need* to be performed. Rsnl. m*“ipul.tiO” *hould not be 
perforned on rite. whore the net Cc*t* exceed the benefit* PD 
measured in terms of public receipts and public expenditure*. 

FLPHA requires the government receive f.lr q *rket value for the 
“0. or the public land*. The DEIS cl..rly documents that this 
leg.1 requlremcnt i. not bei”,, met. 

17.49 The ‘.ctiv. sr.,i”~ praference- *as errabl‘ahed from ~8,. ad,udlcario” 
proc... nd h.. heen redef‘ned in cn. Al.**dry uf rhr YEIS. T,,* L.T(I 
“IY..... liv.,tock ,a..* Is altao &fined in oh. nloosarv. The .“eca~. 

be.” .o”ltcr.d LhmuAh “8. euprrvision for *db+r.oc. to bll,,uA 
procedure,. Refer co p*pe 74 of the oe*s, st.xkiny Levels. fur 1” 
expl.nrL‘cn of how .ny ch.ng.6 I” pemiLLe3 a*+ would b. acconpl‘shrd. 

17.50 u.f.r LO pa*. 147 Of Ihe “L‘S. Haducl,,~ the ““nbers uf I‘“*sroek 
.Lon. do.. “CL n<r....rily lmPm”r the .r.*” In Pour rcokqlcrl 
co”dlLLcn. only .Dc”t 1.3 percent (p*ge 13 af twa DZIS, ui the SCLWI 
1. In poor .c.l.&rl condition. 

Append‘x 14 *hum that apparent cicnd would r.m.in *tat’c or improve 
0s Sll a11orunts except under tile Current *“agePr”r ALtrmati”.. 
MJustment. in l‘vesfock number. would be made followi”& oonircrinr) 

(Pas. 74). 



Ihe Vildoroeas Sooisty L Slerrr Club Comment* 
Bock Cliff* Pe*curco Nsnagcment Pl*n 

The deei*icn of the p:*n would not chnnge the preference level of 

102.915 AUN.. lone of the *ltern*tivss conrider ch*nSln$ thi* 
l.“.l. The proferr.d l ltern*tive would inore*** the rllcrad 
permits *old from the current level of 66.900 to 66.807 AUNS. 
The SLH need* to con*ider rctting the preference level to the 
capscity of the rang. on the dry year* and l Valu*te the 
.nv‘rcnm.nt.l benefit* snd .ccnomic changes. 

The wildlife *I@provomeot* progrse sees* to be g.*red for 

domestic .tcck snd not wildlife. Rsnge burning and rcaeeding of 
.*ct‘^* 1. tr**ition.1. While *cm. token ahrub* m*y be planted 

for deer. ths ~a.1 purpose of the “1mporvemsat. I* for COY* and 

.55 
*h.ep. Thi* pl.” do.. not r.*c1”. the conflicts Of 6.m. 

e*p.oi*lly thC*e for elk. The plan incorrectly mlrreprescntr 
wildlife improvement when they are scturlly expenditures for 
*o..*tic grsring. 

.56 The DEIS f.il* to .d.qU.t.ly re.0". Sr.zl”S 0O"fliCt. Ii-Cm 
.e”sitive ercdlng *oil*. critical game h*bit*t. endangerad or 
r.“r‘ti”e p1snt specie.. or from overgr*red l*nds. ““1e.r 

grazing reduction* *re proposed. the SLM clc*rly will be f*llinS 
to .e.t their m.nd.t.s. 

.57 The DEIS 1.113 tc .,I.** the tot.1 “et loroSe lo*. for wildlife 
.nd domartic *took th.t uculd cceur if 011 the energy d.“.lopm.nt 
allc~ed by the pl*n occur*. The BLN need. to develop * wcr*t 
C**c *n*ly*is of the imp*Ct* th*t could result from the deciaio”. 
sllovsd. F.ilur. to do ,o would me.” th.t the .nvirOnm."t.l 
enalyai. i. 1nsd.qu.t. *nd the EIS not “*lid. 

.58 If the BLN ‘dsnt. to limit the impact, th.t will occur. then the 
energy development need* to be limited in number *nd perlod to 
1init lmp*Cta. The p1.n do.* not do thi*. 

Sever*1 nr*rina *ltern*tivo* need consider*tlon. The first i* 

the no &e*tii Sr*rinS alternstiv. ..nd.t.d by the SrsrinK cc”rt 
d.ci,‘on. The purpc.. of the no SrsrinS .lt.rn.t‘v. 1. to 
oslculste * comp*r*tive b**e to m.**ur* the loo*e* on soil. 
u‘ldlir.. end other ronSo v*lus* c*ured by Sr.ring. Yhll. no 
grezing m.y not be the preferred *ltern*tive. it *hould be 
ccn*idcred for the purpo*e* of determining th. net eccmcni~ 
benefit from the public l*nd. without grsrlng. 
Th. next altarnstlvo *bould remove SrslinS for the whole year 
frs. eritlc.1 v.tersheda. from cr1t10.1 winter r*ng.. from 
antelope h.bit.t. fro. inportsnt surr*c. water Jo”rc.0. *n* from 
TLE hsb‘tlt. 

- ,a - 

17.54 Se. neaponse 1.1. The propo.ed st.x~i”& level. vf,I be based upon 
““~-.a1 p<a~‘plt.~i~n years. Stocking levels would ba adJusted 
domrard da‘ng dry yrare. 

.60 Se. Sr.p~n.e 17.56. 

.56 me R.~c”rc. Prurecr‘o” ‘ur.rnrt*“c Incluk. ccvp‘ete prO,trer‘ou oi 
Lh.*e ~“*oY~c.. and would decre.,“. Ilv..tcck u.. wh.r. cunfl‘cra 

.5a The DEIS disru.r.r * “id. rnnSr of o‘wral L.aat”d optl~no. Refer LO 
T*bl. 2-1 (pad.* 15-1s UL the DE‘S). 

.fjg The no grarin& .lrern.tlv. “as cms‘dered but el‘o‘nated from 
d.L.,il.d analyrls. e2f.r LO pa-r 13 of L”. MIS. 



Ybc Yildernera So.1st.y L Sierra Club Comment* 
Book cliffs P.*curc. n.nag.m.“t Plan 

I” ertsblirhing the benerlta of r*nge l *nlpul*tlcn. ths BLN haa 
not provided .ny direct *t”dl.s in this .r.e th.t .“ppcrt the 
benefit. c1.im.d. The So”l.“*rd Ridge Study Are. .ppr*r* t0 be 
one area where the BLN is doing *cm. of there studies. 
Unfcrtunstcly. no public report haa been m*de on thi* Study. 
There i* no evidence thst infcrmsticn from this study has been 
;*.d to guide thla EIS. In the fin.1 EIS. the BLN mist report on 
the conclu.ion th.t the BLM has reached on th‘. sr... the 
evidence gathered. .nd it* spplioation in other .,-.a* in this 
r.*o”rc. .r.*. If the evidence B.thered i* relisble. the results 
*hculd be reported *nd u*ed. 

Ares, of Critical Environmental Concern 

The DEIS m*ke* no recommendatlcn for derigneting ACECs in .nY 
*lt.r”ati”.. The BLW’, ,cl. r.rp0n.e to the is.". of ACECs iS 
round on P.B. 13 of the DBIS. A. d‘.eua..d before. the BLH has 

no record of p ownprehensive Ynvantory of fultur*l resource.. 
threatened and .“d.“S.r.d *p.ci.*. or wildlife cO..““it~.. to 
i**nti*y lmpcrt*nt envlrcnm*ntsl concern*. 

The SLM ha* idcntifled m.“” ImDort.nt rea1cn.l end nation.1 _.. ~- ~~ . . 
r.,ourc.. includ‘nB the Yhit. River. Bitter Creek. the Cr..” 
River, thirteen ..nrlt‘“. plsn rpecl.. (P.S. 101). 0”. thr.*t.“.* 
p1*nt *p.c1.*. clrtlcsl big gsma habitat for mule deer. antelope. 

snd elk. .nd up to four .nd.nS.r.d anim.1 op.cl.*. The 
recreation .nd hunting of thl* *re* *re of nstlonsl importance 
snd more th.” 1cc.l “a.. The BL” h.. not .s.....d act”.1 “se to 
see lr the.. .re.. .r. of Just loo*1 ~0.. Outfitter. who hunt in 
thlr .re* *re from thrcughout the reglon and .ttcst to .cme of 
the fln.*t bla Ssm. huntinS in the l”t.rmC”“t.1” r.SiO”. 

The BLN has not implementbd the mandrte to protect *rea* of 

critical C0”C.r”. As mentioned before. this dir.Ctly confronts a 
key manP.t. in FLPNA. Ye request *n alternative be developed on* 
.ss.rs.d that include d..iB”ati”B Are.. of Crl‘ic.1 E”“irO”me”tal 
Cc”c.r” in *r.** ccntal”i”g: 

l the “ecesr.ry h.bitst to support the t*rget antelope herd 
eiz.; 
l critic.1 breeding .nd foraBe h.bit.t to sustain the target 
deer .nd elk herds; 
l EndnnBered *nim*l h*blt*t*; 
l relict I** *en*itivs plant communities: 

. PT.., “her. impcrtsnt *reh*.cloSlc.l *it.* *r. found; 
l critical u*ter*hcd *re** including important water 
ccur*es, snd impcrt*nt *urf*ce u*t.er oources: 
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17.61 Sea Raspan.. 17.32. 

17.62 The “.rn*l D‘,trict hr. extensive record. uf cultural r..u”rce, 

rhr..l...d and .“d.nBered rpe~l... and rildllf. ‘“vantor‘en. Thrs. 

documenC* and ecmputerired data are available for public ‘o.p.ctloa 

dvrlna off le. how.. ““ch of chew da. Y.C. developed spec‘fically 

for u.. in pcepar‘ng Lh‘. WP. 

, 7 63 UblL.t for mule d..r, elk. e”t.lap.. poc.nti.1 T 6 e spre1.s. “CC., 

Yh‘l. loc.11~ I*pcrt.“r. have be.” derrrmincd LO not be of r.Alo”al 

“C n.t‘onnl ‘mport.“ce. Tberafvr.. Lhoss ar... have not been addrea- 

srd a. xc... of Cr‘rlc.1 E”“lr”“ue”La1 concern (&XC). Rerar to pa;. 

13 of the DEH and Evans (1901,. 



17.6 

17.65 

Tit.3 Vllderncsa soc1cty i siarrs ClUb comnantn ’ 
SOOk c1irrs Fle,aource Wsnayement Plan 

The plan needs LO propora an ACEC deslgnatlon ur the habitat 
necessary to maintain the present populstion of thas* apecler 
YlLh no changes. The proposed mrnagement of the ACEC “**ds to 

guide action, that pre~ent any population fhange in these 
se”sitiv* sp*ci*a and the ACEC plan should be included In the RMP 
nvailsble r0r public coma*“t. 

Land Sales 
Certain lands h=“* be*” propcred for sale by the BLM. TkeS* 

lend3 need the followin,, conslderatio” placed on each area: 
l beCP”,e or loc=tion is its m=nag*moot difficult. 
‘is .%anageme”t by another federal agency possible. 
‘doe8 the sale outweigh other public objeotives 

and value, including wilderness. 
l is I” important public ab,ecti”e being met 

which cannot b., mat reai‘rtlcally with nonpublic 
land? 

WOOL 0r ch= t-e00~.2~3.34 IWAS have had each 0r these questions 
answered in tbc draft RIIP. Each of these quaations needs to be 
answered on* ir disposal 1, possible, *xchil”ge for II***** lands 

p~rrue.9 rirst. If exchange i, not possible. the” sale =ho”ld be 
con,i*ere*. 

The plsn proposes to d*lay making decisions on lands to offer f’;i 

sale <page ,201. The plsn state, that separate enviio~mental 
anslyria reports on areas a:, yet unidentified will be prepar=o. 
This directly violstcs FL.‘“). rbicb requires that land “se 
planning make the decision O” land transrers. The plan CSfl”OL 

allo” this =ep=ratio” of l=nd te”“r* fro* th* public pla”nio’S 
PrOceSS. 

Ths pr*r*rr*d a1t*rn=tir* would ii*aignat* 213 of the AA as OiJ?ii 
I-or Sll “Se. Th* BL” orf*rs no crlteri. supporting that 

**ClJiCl”. Th* pr*f*rr*d altcrnstive .!o”ld d.oi(n=te less than 1% 
0r tb* RI =D o~oo*d to v*hi~l* “se. 

ilbile a good b*g,nnin$ I, made to manage ORYJ. the decisions 61. 
uhrch =re== a,‘+ in each c=ta,,ory are inConSiStently =pPll*d. 
Decisions are not made based “DO” protection of critisal Wil:iitf* 
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state and prlvlce land located along the uhhlts uver Ill Tl”5, R22C, 

SLC” h== been ndded co the ltet of land dee‘rable for acqui=lr,on by 

BLM lo Lhe PIIS. see F‘gures 2-14 and 2-22 of the PEIS. 

17.66 The eext In the final Els‘ ha= been ehan;ed LO wflec~ your conearn. 



Y 
co 

hnbltat. stream drainages. erodable sails. or recreil~lon 
CO”fllOt** The BLH rhauld limit ORV u.e in the r0.dle.r .r*as we 

17.68 

.69 

.70 4 

.71 

.72 

.73 

.74 

.75 

,761 

h.“e listed. None of the important alk .nd d*.r h.biL.t er. 
sdequtely protected in the prefered .ltarn*ti”*. 

The Chapter propo.ed . net of criteria to choose which areds are 
open. clo.ed. .“d limited. The BLH 1.ck.a co!.prehen.i”e orlterl. 
and rany conflicts can be .een in are.. de.ign.ted open .nd 
1i!.it*!3. some of the moat important animal hebitat is designated 
open. 

The BLH need. to de”elop .n slternative which U.E. the criteria 
the Chapter propoSed snd psse.. ORV ImpPct.. The deslgnatiana 
should not be de.crib*d in .cr*s but in mil.. 0r “chicle Pout*. 
open r0r use. 

In lands under uildernesa’atudy. the BLM i. required to limit OR” 

u.e to existing route. in . manner th.t doe. not impact potentidl 
designntion. The BLH he. incorrectly ohovn Winter Ridge and part 
or hniei~ canyon USA a.3 open. Those areas should be shown as 
limited by the sgency’. owr. intertm management policy. 

Le.si”g Mineral. 
Ue request that .Itarn.ti”e. be snalyred th.t cboo.. leasing only 
those areas where there in an established objective need to 
develop the rerource. Ye *lso request th*t that altarnatives 
EXCLUDE rr06 leasing areas I” which significant i~0pncrs would 
occur an important n.tur.1 resources. 

The uiLderners lsnd. we h.“c de.cribed should nor be 0rfrred for 
rensu.1 of their less*. in tbi. plan. The BL” proposes to allow 
m1ner.1 .Otl”iti*s WhiOh Will build “.Y r0.d. in the RA every 
y.s.r. *ll the .ltcrneti”*. will sllow * major inor*..* in r0.d 
mi1sge in the r*.o”rc* .r... The BLH fslls to mentlun tl.at Lhvy 
then will con.ider these road. permanent rnd open for OR” use. 
The BLM need. to eonaider .n slternati”. whore no nrt gain In 
roads are added and where the net road mile.ge is reduced. 

The BLl4 need. to con.ider . no further le..lng elternative for 
the ne*t pl.nning cycle. The econonfc onalysi. needs to consider 
the .bility to produce produots rrom exirting sources to meet the 
expected need. “onpublio l.nds. recycling m.teri.ls. and 
conservation need to be considered. At thl. tine. no esrlmatra 
of mineral dsm.nd or. given in the DEIS 

The stipulation c.tegori*s for oil and gas need the follovint! 
stipulation. added to them: 
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17.68 

.69 

.70 

.72 

.73 

.74 

.75 

.76 



I” .ll .a.t*g.ri..: .) the per.ltt.e .h.ll provide . copy 
or l ll geologic .nd miner.1 depo.lt inform.tlon obt.lned 
rrom e..lor.tion .nd develop.ent to the BLII. 
b) Th:per.ittee sh.11 be ;a.pon.ible for pr*“entlng ORV 
u,e of .cc*.. road. which sre not on the IA tr.“.portation 

.yst*m q .p. mtvcnting ORV UOe itw~d.s the oOnstructiOn 0r 
b.rrlor.. porting or sign.. .nd the pl.aing of gate.. 

Cl The oper.tor .h.ll a1o.c .nd re01.1. the ,000.. wsy. not 
open to OR” “I* upon oomplation of *.p1or.tion or 
development. 
d) Par production f.cilltie.. the op*r.tor ah.11 provide 
c.libr.ted flow q *..ur*m*nt instrument. which .re monitored 
by th* BLH. Tb..e in.trumont. ah.11 h.va protecti". 
feature3 t.0 prevent tampering. 

C.te‘ory 2 Lim1t.d I..ource Proteotlon 
Cirtegory 2, Y.ter.hed Protection 
Add to cstogory 2, r*qui~*m*“t. need to prevent .ny s.1inity 
or .cdtmont.fion incre..e o”er tha l rt.bli.hsd thresholds. 
*11ou no ro.*. in .urr.c* u.ter *upp1i*a or con.truction of 
. r0.a th.t would inor...* surr.oe r~n.fr .nd .oil aurr 
into .urr*cr Y.t*r. 

C.tegory 28 cu1tur.1 Pcsource Prot*ction 
Add to o.te(lory 2 requirement. to prov*nt .ddition.l vehicle 
visit.tlon to .reh.*olo8ia.l .it* .r.... Thi. inolude. 
closins vehicle Y.Y. to OR” u.e .nd cl.y.*nt *or .%*nEY 
.onito;ing of .rch;eologlc.l .ite. fo; ;I.m.g. or theft: 
This requir** the op*r.tor fund .n int*n.iv* inventory for 
srch.eologic.1 sits. in the .cti”ity .re. .nd within 100 
y.rds 0r thoas .ctivitie.. 

Add to cstegory 2 requirements th.t prevent .ny m*.r*r.ble 
ch.ng* in the import.nt n.tur.1 v*lu* which the .re. Y.S 
design*t*d ACEC to q *n*gs. 

Cstaaory ID Ylldlife .nd Liva.took Proteotlon 
Idd to c.tegory 2 rsqulremsnt. that prevent q *s.ur.ble 
forage ch*nge.. snim.1 breeding. chsnge. in nestin,, 
p.tt*rn., population chsnge.. and other imp.(lts LO water and 
rackiities. 

Category 2E Recreation ~2nd Scenic Resources Protection 
Add to category 2 requirements thrt prevent me..ur.ble loss 
of recreation opportunitle. .nd degrading of scenic vioual 
resources. 
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tb. Yild.rn.aa Soel.t, L Sl.rr. Club Co...“ts 
Book c11rrr Resource Wanagsmant Plan 

the BLn should not ecnvert oil .“d 6.. l..a.. to comb1n.d 
hjdro..rbo” l..... ““1.l. th. propcn.“t o.” m..t th. r.q”ir.. 
l.‘d cut in th. oc”v.rllcn 1.0,. The propon.nt must pro”. th.t 
ccm.~rcial d.v.lopm.nt will dili&.“tly cco”r within the l.... 
period. 8.s.d upon tb. p.at hiltcry of this industry. “c”. cf 
th. dcvelcpmont ~1.“. h.r b..” able to d.mc”str.t. a profitable 
d.velopm.“t with th. le... perlcd. The BLH can not convert these 
Ica,., without . ..tl”& thlr r.q”ir.m.“t. Ih. EIS needs to 

.ddr.ns hcY 1.sr.s prcpcs.d lcr cc”“.rnlon c.” q ..t this 
requir*m.nt. 

nining 
L.r6. miner.1 “lthdr.w.1, ha.. he.” r.tn1n.d “her. c~“flicti”6 
.“.r6y dsvolcpmcnt projects would b. impacted by mining clsias. 
Th. BLM did not d..crib. .“y vithdrsu.lr to prCt*Ot “at”r.1 
“.luer on public l.“dr. Currently the ELM h.. just completed . 
q ,saiv. prc6r.m to ravck. a. many w~thdrnvnls .a por.ibl. 
.in1miring prcteotlo” from nining aotiviti.*. This plan does “CL 
disauaa fh. r."Co.tic" prcclss. 

17.78 Y. r.qu.nt i”lcrm.tlo” on the r.“i.u cT al”or.1 withdrawals. Ye 
r.quest inlcrmstlcn on the alze .nd lcc.tic” of all revoked 
uithdrsual. .“d “.Y “ithdrau.1. that h.“. b..” d.ai6”st.d since 

1916. Y. alro request copI.. of tb. r.pcrti”& dccumcnts requirzd 
in thi. r.“i.“. 

17.79 the DEIS ha, no orltorla for the selection CT areas to withdraw 
*rem mlncral entry. Ye suggest that you sdcpt c”r r.c”mm.“d.d 
crit.rir .“d .pp1y thorn consistently tc th. RI. 

17.80 

cu1rvrr1 Resouroer 
Beck ClIfT, P”P DEIS page 120: 

,pprcxt.st.ly 700 archaeolo6lcal .“d bi.torlc.1 51t.J have 
b..” reccrdod in the BCRA. Those probably represent le.: 
th,” on. p.rce”t of th. pot.ntl.1 “umber. 

"on. of the .lt.rn.ti".s consider. ,rat..olo~ical r.,o"r~. 
lnvcntcry. .tudy. protection. or liatlng on the registry. “o 
,tsfT lo .lloaatad tc this r..c”rc.. Th. prelerrsd .lt.r”aLiv. 
“eedr to q .k. this P priority prc6r.m. 

P.rh.po It I.. m1.s.d. but th. impacta from massive .“.rgy 
dereIop,#.Ct did not Includ. the impsots tc culturcl r+sc”rc.~. 
There ir no q itlg.ti”g plan tc prctsct this hlgb “umber cl 8it.S. 

Utility Corridors 
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17.78 Se. Ilespcn‘e 17.6. 

17.80 See Responsa 6.1. Pa@? 146 of the DEIS diet”.... possible impacts 

that ro*ld result to culturrl resuurces. 



Th. Yild.rn.am Soai.t, 6 Si.rr. Club Ccrr.“tS 
Bock Cliff. R~r0”rc. “.“.g.ne”t Plan 

17.81 Ccn,id.r ~1s~ not siting rights-of-way in ACEC.. critic.1 
.,.t.rrh.d ar..s. wilderness at”dy l r..~, “Rll class II .“d I 
.r‘..., T 6 E h.bit.t .r..s. i.port.“t wildlifa h.bit.t. .“d 
ImpcPt.“t u.t.r r..c”rc. .I-.... 

For the.. r...c”., Y. r.comm.nd tb.t th. utility corridor8 be 
limited to thca. currently being used. Further Y. raqueet that 
corridor, thrcqh o.“.iti”. .r.as be limited to Current 
sctivitie. .nd “he” cgpcrtuntity .ris.r to relocate that “SC. 
c.rt.ln corridors be clcoed. 

The lnr,,. proliferation of corridors does not follcu the intent 
of FLPMA to ,har. and reduce proliferation of oorridcrr. The 
prcfcrred slternstlv. 13 chow” on figure 2-26. Corridor 4 would 

Impsot natural roadlass land snd the Cr..” Rlvar ci-itiC. 
h.bit.L. Ccrrodcr 1 would impact ..“y .re.. of critloal rildllf. 
habit.t. Corridor 6 crcaee~ an important part of the White River 
and should b. r..cv.d frcn tl)e lo”6 ter. list of corridors. 
Alternsti”. “..rby Ocrridcr. 8 and 9 0cT.r th. same “se and .TC 
le.. th.” four mi1.r .u.y. Corridor 3 parallels corridor 10 and 
u”necesa.rily dupl1cat.s th.t corridor. Y”nb.r 3 ~rc..b. .” 
lm,pcrt.nt p.rt of th. Whit. Riv.r C.“yc”. 

Y. ,-.qu..t th.t th. BL” limit th. n”.b.r of ocrrldcr. by 
.limi”~tin‘ thcs. 1d.ntlfl.d in th.8. CCam.“ta. Ih. EIS fails to 
offer ,“.tlEic.tlcn for .ach of th.a. n”a.rc”a “.u corridors .nd 
fail, to offer .ny r..ac” why .Itern.t,ve routes do not serve the 
required need.. the BLll “..d. to p”blic.lly present r.ticn.1. 
Ccr the chc:c.s of ..ch cl these snd alternate routes that could 
be “*cd. 

7.84 

Uilder”... 
AJ descrtbsd in the critori. oommentr. other .lt.r”.ti”ea need 
cc”sid.r.tic”. ““d.r full development. consider recommendin all 
wilderness areas which have no ccmmerci.1 develcpaent pctcctial. 
Con.id.r uild.ro.3. study of are.s with inventory errora that the 
IBLA r..snded to the BL”. Ccnsldsr wilder”.,1 study on 
additional .!-.a, “h.r. simi1.r i”“e”tory error. occurred. . 

Further d.tai1.d co..e”t. “ere 8”bmitt.d to Con&r@.. on the 
lnv.ntcry problem in thlr reecurce .re.. Y. reque.t that there 
be considered. 

Bvdgsr 

7*85i EIS. 
Th. .“slysi. of r.“.““e and expenditure ir not .d.‘,uat. in the 

There 1s no information on revenue from mlnersls or 
graring. The BL” al,., give, no i”fcrm.tic” on the current 
budget, ho” it ia sllccatod. and what b”d6.t requireaant~ are 
needed for ..ch .lt.rn.tiv.. Ih. absent. of b”d6.t i”~Crm.tiC” 

- 2” - 

Tnea. ccrr‘durr wsre preneored tc tar public on &,rl, 5, 196,. titer 
LO Appendix 1. pages Al-r! ~h~cw&b AI-5 and Response 11.1. 

17.84 5.e Respcn.. 17.10. 

17.85 see ~,..pn,.s 17.1 and 17.2. 



fb. Yild.rn... S.ol.ty L Ji.rr. Club Co...“t. 
Bock CliEEo R..c”rc. M.“.~.m.“t Pl.” 

m.kr. it l~pc..ibl. to determine which .lt.r”.ti”.r .,-a 00.t 
.fE.ct~r.. Budset infcrm.tio” ia ~1.0 need to tell how each 
point 1” the pl.” will b. imp1.m.nt.d. Bud‘et inTcrmrLLcn shows 
hur Lb. BL” h.. .nd “ill ,npl...nt l.“d u.. 9l.n.. 

The budget .“.ly.;r needs to influd. the lundi” the BL” pr0~oJ.S 
fo,’ each .ct‘“lty I” ..ch .It.rn.ti”. .“d the r.“.““. Curr.“t‘Y 
roc.irod nnd erpeotcd to b. received lor u.e of public land. 1” 
*sot r1t*rnstiv*. . 

Fic.noi.l .n.lyrir of the crp.“.., snd r.“.““. of the BLH . . Yell 
. . the local ourrounding region ir needed to determine if th. BLM 
c0.t benefit r.l.tic”.hip meet. public need.. Ye requeet that 

the YLH provide this in~crmatio” in th. p1.n. 

- 25 - 



Gary Sprouse Ranches 160 South Flint St. Layton, Utah 64041 (601) 544-4262 

Lloyd Fergticn 
boilcliff R.swrc. *anag.menl Plan 

we are in receipt OL your 8ookcliEf R..wrcr M~na.~oe:nc Plan dad 
respectfully subnit the fcllowlnq canntlnts. 

18.1 
In reviewing your altrrnarive nanaqe;nent plans, it appears that the 

balance of proposed plans rxigh hedvily against the permittee yrarirq 
cattle. I parricdarly & ncOt wr.32 with the alternative plan iakled 
YManced Us.“, since this would call for . 352 below active preference for 
livestock grazing, vould increase wildlife authorization for . marginal 9% 
ard would give wild IIMS.S dn authorized 2,340 &M’s *ich serve ~~bsolutely 
no beneficial purpose for anyone. I Eurther wwld likr to co~~,it or, each 
of your alternatIve plans in their rrspectiv. order, with &my vie+?, relative 
to each plan as it relates to livestock grazing. 

18.1 See ‘&espmw. 1.1. 





If, after reviewing any of the above conrents. you have any questions, 
please advIse. A 

mnald C. Hawh 
w dOX 1655 

. R@orcvs,t, IIT 34056 



bib-. Curtis Tucker 
Book Cliffs Resourae Managenerd. Plan Team Lsder 
Bursau of Land Mamgement 
170 South 500 East 
vernal. utah e4wa 

Dear Kr. Tucker 

I would like to take this opportunity to rake a comment 

on the Book ClICf E.I.S. 

Host of what I have revicr+d in this Craalng section, I 

feel that there has beei a lot of prepration & research in the urlt - 

ing of this document. 

In the altdrnatlves this show that there would not be a"y 

range dttcrlwatia" 1" thecurrent !Jalatpnent, commodity prod- 

utIon, or the b.Lmced "se. I feel that one of them altornatlves 

should bo used so as to protect the economy conditions of our,conr~unitY, 

state B nation. 



: September 11, 1984 

Bureau of Land Management 
1 170 S0Ut.h 500 East 

Vernal, Utah 84078 

Att: Curtis Tucker 

RI?: EIS-Book Cliff Area 

BookCliff Resource Management Plan Team Leader 

Dear Sir: 

20.1 area 

I 

I" reference to the Environmental Impact Statement for the Book Cliff 
, we a53 -ty umissiccere ace very ccna2mrd~ abut any raluction u1 grazug 

rights. It is our &sire to ?p cm remrd *sing ar,y such reflucticsl. 

lb3 area in quest*n, and reasons given for redurtim iwe sine faded with the 
demise of oil shale activity in that area. my of Urn reascns given seem to be 
fading because of the i"adquq or need Of deve1cpnent of rni"era1 and gas ho1 i"gs. 

20.1 s.e Re.pon.. 1.1. 



m 
I 
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MC. Curtis Tucker 
Team Leader 
Book Cliffs Resource Area 
Bureau of Land Manags~nellt 
170 South 500 East 
Vernal, Utah 84078 

Re: Book Cliffs Resource Area 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement and 
ReSOUrCe Management Plan 

Dear Hr. Tucker:’ 

Atlantic Richfield &mpany appreciates the opportunity 
to comment on the referenced report. Thrilugh its 
operating divisions, Atlantic Richfield !s interested 
in the oil and gas, oil shale and coal jatential Of the 
Book Cliffs P.eso”rce Area. 

Because of oux oil and gas interests, be are espeCially 
concerned with the 413,000 acres of the Resource Area 
which will require special lease stipulations under the 
Preferred Alternative. We have ident.fisd two areds or: 
the attached map which me feel have roderate to high 
potential which should not be as encumbered with 
special stipulations as they are under this 
alternative. (Detailed information on these areas Was 
sent to you in November, 1982, as part of the inventory 
stage of the planning process.) 

In total, the Preferred Balanced “se Alternative has 
only 66,000 acres less under special stipulations than 
the-Resource Protection Alternative. Please re- 
evaluate the need for these ‘special stipulatiuns in 
these two areas of oil and gas potential. 

If you have any questions regarding OUT comments, 
please contact me at the above address or phone number. 

E”Cl. 
PSB::c 



, OIL AND GAS LEASING CATEGORIES 

(BALANCED USE ALTERHATIJE) 

I . . 

.-.-.-. ---.--- .-.-.-. ---.--- ----~----- ----~----- 
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23.1 

Lloyd il. fergwxl 
Vernal District Manager 
Bureau of Land Managerent 
I70 South 500 East 
Vernal, lItall 84078 

Oedr L!oyd: 

The Drdft Environmental Impact Statement for the Book Cliffs Resource Mdndgement 
Plan has been reviewed and our comwnts formally prepare.r and furwarded. How~Y~~, 
It is apparent that suitable habitat exists for the reintroduction of wild bighurn 
sheep and wild turkeys. Ye would like to call to your attention that the Draft 
Impact Statement is lacking in the treatnent of these two species. We therefore 
request that the revised document include bighorn zheep and wild turkeys for con- 
sidsrdtion as potential additions to the current wildlife ~esowce in the Book 
Cliffs Area. Future proposed releases would naturally go through the existing 
framework for approval. 

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

Si&rely. 

Oonald A. Smith 
Regional Supervisor 





721 Second Avenue 
Salt Lake City 
Utah 84103 

Hr Curtis Tucker 
12 September 1984 

BOON Cliffs Resource Management Plan Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Management 
170 South 500 East 
Vernal, Utah 84078 

Dear Mr Tucker: 
. 

The entire lnpact statement addresses many different scenarios and alternatives 
tn the development of the resources of the Book Cliffs Resource Area, including 
recreational opportunities on the Uhite River. The scenarios themselves present 
problems associated with planning-- expeclally In view of the history of 
resouwe development In the Ulnta Basin and oil shdlr country. 

25.1 For instance, at one time the decision was made that all the water needed by 
energy developers In the Book Cliffs Resource Area was to cost? from the White 
River and not from the Flaming Gorge Reservoir. the Green River, or the Central 
Utah Project's water on the south slope of the Ulnta Mountains. It Is not known 
how this decision was made and what the rationale was behing this decision. 

The repercussions of this decision 1, that water resources for the region 
can not be planned by the wsou~ce management team. At one time It war stated 
that there was interest I" at least 140.000 acre-feet of w*ter for energy 
development. The State of Utah's proposed Uhlte River Dam and Reservoir was to 
supply this water and this ~4s to be the only water supply. The State determined 
that the d,m wuld be built if it could presale 40,000 acre-feet of water. 
Presently there Is only one oil shale developer (Uhite R:ver Oil Shale Company) 
who inay need 20.000 acre-feet for full co,mnercial developlnent (Full commercial 
development of oil shale has not yet occurred because of technological breakdowns 
at the Union Oil retort center in Colorado). The State of Utah now considers 
that it would build the dam for this 20.000 acre-feet use. Does the Federal 

25.2 permlttting process illow the construction of the dam and reservoir when the 
need is not justified? Uill a new EIS be necessar to build such a biy project 
(in terms of environmental and recreational losses f for so little water? 

An example of overbuilding In the Uinta Basin and the Book Cliffs Resource 
Area has already occurred with the Bonanza Power Plant of Oeseret Generating 
and Transmlsslon Company (the same people wlw want to purchase the electricity 
from the White River Oam psvsr plant). The EIS approved of two 400 megawatt 
unltr. the first to go on line in the near future. Presently It seems that 
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less than 30% of the output of 400 wgawatts can be sold. You should review 
my corrments in the EIS on the power plant when I asked about the need for 
the electricity. The Federal agencies seem to rely to much on the stated 
"needs" of these projects by either the developers (from the free enterprise 
world) or by the developers (from the State of Utah). 

Thus It seems that when it comes to planning one must consider the alternattves: 
1) that development may not occur at a rate that justifies the White River Dam 
and Reservoir for water supply; 2) that the development may not be able tn 
market its product once it is built; 3) that by the time the development occurs 
in an economic manner that the uses of the land may have a different valu? 
(as recreatlo" or wildlife needs) and such uses ray reflect a change in the 
attitudes of the public; and 4) that the Bureau of Land Management and other 
Federal agencies should not be too frivolous in granting permits to such 
enterprises. Certainly a IO year lag and better assessment of demand and 

25.3 
technology should be included in the EIS before any permits and rights'of-way 
are granted. 

Perhaps to intercept any bad projects and to take the politics out of water 
resource planning, the Bureau of Land Maang)ment shauld require that the water 
supply for all developments at the commercial stale does not come from the 
White River and that the developers m"st build their own water supply system. 

a!:&L.$, 
Peter Hovingh 
Issues Comittee 
Utah Nature Study Society 



WSE OF M PROLIFIC NATURf 
IN TEIW OF EXPLOfUTION, DEMUX,3iT AM) PFiOCU2TloN OF OIL AND 

zSiEE WI,,, ME POTENTIAL FOR FLmRE TAR SAND AND OIL SMLE tEVELOl?lENT, 
THAT AN ENERGY MINERAL PRIORITY SbCUD BE ESThBLISHED FCR 
OPTlOrJS FW ENERGY DEVE-NT SHOUD REIUIN OPEN AND 

VIABLE. 

IT ALSO SEEMS CLEAR, IN LIGKl OF YCUR PAST GCOLI RECOfUl m DEALING WIM 
ENERGY PRODUCEAS, THAT YOU HAVE SKILLU) STAFF TO ACCD+DDATE A HIGH 
IjEGREE t.wwElENT FOR UrmlDlTY PRommcx4, 
OF THE RA’S REYXlRCE POTENTIAL, AS ~FLECTED IN THj PLAN, MAKES ONE OF 
THE M)ST CCrPELLlNG CASES FOR RESCURCE PFXUXTIffl WE VE SEEN. 

THANK YCU FOR THE wmr~m TO U(PMIM ME PUN, AND FOR CONSIDERING 
OUR cI3w3m., 

SINCERELY, 



nr. Curtis Tucker 
Book Cliffs RHP lean Leader 
Bureau of Land Hanagement 
170 South 500 East 
Vernal, “tat7 BY078 

Dear Hr. Tucker: 

Exxon Company, U.S.A. 18 pleased to have the opr.art”nlty to 
cev,ew and comm.ant on the Draft Resource Hanagement Plan &nd 
Environmental Impact Statement (DRHPIEIS) for the tlook c11ff~ 
Rssource Area. Exxon haa a strong interest in the plannlnq ’ 
process fnr federal public lands because many of these areas, 
especially in ths reso”rcc rich Uinta Basin. have potential for 
additional discoveries end production. 

Ye find it sncoursging that the Book Cliffs Resource Area 
recognizes the eignificance of minerals, particularly oil and 

gas I as a multiple u*e resource. As you know, the Book CllTfS 
Resource Area and the Uinta Basin have hed long established 011 
snd gee production. mostly from Tertiary and Cretaceous age 
ssd‘msnts. 

We heva clr,asly sranlncd your rango of oltsrnet‘vse for thr‘r 
impacts on oil and 0.8 exploration and davslopasnt activities. 
7ha Bureau’s maps of oil and gae favorebllity, oil and gas 
leasing cstegorlss, and known geoloqlc structures received 
!J;fi;gcu1ar attention. These maps, in add‘tlon to those for tar 

, 01, ahals, and gilsonite. Sll indicate a stlung 
probability for continued exploration and production activities. 

Oil and gas exploration and development activitss ore not 
lncompatiblr with livestock management, wildlife habitat, or 
recreational USC. In mo9t CaSea, the application of standard 
stipulations, in combination with today’s sophisticated re- 
hsbilitation techniques, ia sufficient to protect surface 
resource Pr#d envrronmentsl values. This fact has been demon- 
strated repeatedly by the oil industry In all types of terrain. 



Hr. curtis Tucker - * - Soptmbar 14, IY”4 

lf the BLH’s prfJfsrrsd s,ternntius I* implemented, category 2 
,,“dS (011 .nd gsa lassas with specie1 stlp”lstione) *iI, 
Incroaao by 122% over the present amount. Us think that the 
I”CCeBSe, which will result I” 40% of the Book Cllffa Resource 
Ares lends being clsssifled 88 Category 2, is unrealistically 
high. Some of these lande should be rsslaaaifisd 8~ Category 1 
(oil and gas lasses with standard stipulations). Ws believe this 
particularly sppliea to lands within known gsologic structures. 
We are convinced that standard stipulations are sufficient to 
protect surface and environmentally sensitive values in the vast 
majority of the Book Cliffs Resource Aran. 

We are pleased to concur with the BLH’s preliminary recomm- 
endation of “““suitability far the Winter Ridge Wilderness Study 
Area. Ws hsartrly agree with your gsologistm’ int*rpFetation Of 
moderate to high oil and gse potential throughout the wilderness 
study area. Ws note sls’o that half of ths Wlntsr Ridge WSA ia on 
a known geolagic structure. It ,e our bsllsf that the subsurface 
reso~cce values in the Winter Ridge WSA Dutwsigh the surface 
YPlUCO. Therefore we reiterate our strong recommendation to 
exclude the Winter Ridge WSA from wlldsrneas WIthdrawal. 

lhank you for the opportunity to comment and your consideration 
of our “,~*a. We look forward to future opportunities to 
partlcipatc in the Bureau of Lend Management planning process. 
Please feel free to contact nr. Fernando Blackgoat on our staff 
et 103-789-7488 if, at any time you wish to discuss this area 
further. 

Sincerely 
-/ -i . 

-- -- 
H. W. Praetorius 

c - HT. w. R. Campbell 
Hr. R. A. oern 
nr . P. v. Kemp 
Hr. A. A. Plente 
Hr. H. E. Repp 
Hr. J. R. Willott 
HP. C. L. Wilmott 



MOUNTAIN FUEL RESOURCES, INC. 

September 5. 1984 

Hr. Curtis Tucker 
Book Ciiffs Re~curce Msnayement Plan team Leader 
Bureau of Land Handqement 
170 South 500 Last 
verru1, Utdh a4078 

Dear Mr. Tucker: 

Mountain Fuel Resaurces~lnc. herewith submits its comnents on 
the Draft Env:ronmental Impact Statement which the aLI4 prepdrrd for 
the Book Cliffs Resource Hanagement Area. 

In,eeneral. the draft EIS is comprehensive and thorough in its 
coverage of the issues. As a natural gas transmission company. we 
concur with selection of the Balanced Use Alternative as the preferred 
mdnagement plan. The objectives and actions indicated in Table 2-1 
would be compatible with our projected activities in northeastern 
Utah. The Balanced Use Alternative rill enable the developwnt of 
energy resources while protecting other natural resources. 

The draft EIS indicates that rights-of-way would be encouraged 
within identified corridors. Unfortundtely. thls is nut always 
feasible. Studies conducted by local. state. and federal agencies 
indicate that few corridor opportunities (xfth limited capacities) are 

Mountain Fe1 Resources, therefore. reco~mnendz that 
addltiandl rights-of-way be considered. If adequate nitigatlng 
measures are implemented to protect other resources, such dddltional 
rights-of-way would not create significant impxts on the Book Cliffs 
Resource flanagenw~t Area 

Ctiuntafn Fuel Resources appreciates the opportunity to co"mrr,t on 
the draft CIS and requcstr thdt d copy of tht Final Envirwwwtdl 
lnlpact Stdtcr!enL be provided upon completion. 

Very truly yours, 

,fsLh.d~ $p-- 

a D. C. Flaim 
Cuordindtor. Environmental Affairs 

O'f:Ib 



Mr. Curtis Tucker 
Book Cliffs Resource Management Plan Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Management 
170 South 500 East 
Vernal. Utah 84078 

lb: Draft Book Cliffs Resource 
Management Plan/Enviranmental 
Impact Statement 

Oear Hr. Tucker: 

The Weglon VIII Office of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has 
reviewed the referenced doc"lent. We recognize the difficulty of adequately 
addressing the rerource conditions. management plans, and environrwnental 
impacts for such a large area. Our concerns involve primarily water and air 
quality. and uetlandlriparlan area considerations in planning the various uses 
of the Book Cliffs Resource Area Lands. Detailed EPA cotmwnts are enclosed. 

Ue feel that the RMP/EIS could provide a stronger management direction to 
deal with several areas of concern. Sax-e of these actions include: a more 
definitive correlation with applicable statutes and regulations which deal 
ulth water quality; integrating watershed actlvtty planning with the various 
land uses; expanding the erosion and water qualfty considerations In ORV 
management; clarification of nonpaint source water quality impacts and 
Controls; nwnore definitive wetlands/riparlan ares protection policies: and 
defining the monitoring program In more detail. 

Extensive rite-specific project planning and impact analysis will be done 
under this broad RMP/EIS. We believe that there will be a continuins we< for 
publjc and other agency involvement in planning sow of these projects. The 
process and opportunity for this involvement need clarification. - 

Based on our concerns and the criteria EPA has established to rate the 
adequacy of draft environmental statements. we have rated this draft EIS ds 
Category ERG'. This means that we have environmental reservations about the 
preferred alternative but additional clarification and impact assessment ~nay 
dlleviate our concerns. If you need further EPA assistance, please feel Free 
to Contact Doug Lofstedt of ny staff (303-844-2460 or FTS 564-24601. 

- Jack Y. Hoffbuhr 
Acting Assistant Reglonal Adminlrtrdtor 

for Policy and Management 



EPA COfMENTS ON DRAFT BOOK CLIFFS RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
PLAN/ENVIROtMENTAL IUPACT STATEMENT (Utah and Colorado) 

Ydter Quality. Soils. and Udtorshed 

The current Utah water quality standards. including deslgndted beneflclal 
uses and use pmtection criteria. should be included ds d planning base. 
Streams meeting or exceeding these standards should be identified. There 
should be clarlficrtlon of how BLM's Uater Qurllty Mnagement Program Is 
integrated with the Stdta's Yatar Qualfty Mandgeeant Program. 

We have several concerns which relate to consistency of the RMP/EIS to the 
Clean Yster kt of 1977, as arended. Reference IS made on page A4-2 to the 
Clean Yater Act and the Federal Ldnd Policy and ManageDent kt iFLPMA) as 
granting 'authority for . . . d reduction in water . . . quality'. bparently 
this Is in reference to energy developent. The exdct pt~lsions being 
referred to should be stated. Hou are water quslity implenentrtlon 
cwtaftments consfstent with EPA's current wdter quality standards regulation 
which does not dllow the stdta to mmova d designated use if, 1) the use is 
existing (unless a use requirlng‘mre stringent crfteria is added). or 2) if 
the designated use con be attalned through required tachnolopy controls or 
best mdnagamant practtces (40 CFR Part 131.10(h))? Hw are the implementatisn 
codtmentr consistent with Section lOZla)(B) of FL&A which requires that 
'water resource* values be pmtected? In sonaary, the consistency of BLH 
activities to applicable water quality Statutes and reguldtlons needs to be 
defined throughcut tha pnP/EIS. 

Ye cosssand the ULM for addressfng watershed trestment needs and 
alternative treatent levels. Ye belleva thdt it is a basic need to implement 
tredtwnt IIcas"res on both the 98,800 rcrer of land with crftlcal emslon and 
the 12.300 owes with severs erosion as targeted In the Resource Protection 
Alternative (versus the reduced acreage of critical erosion lands that would 

29.3 
be treated under the Balanced Use AlternatIve). The planning framework nee&=d 
to achieve these goals needs clariffcation. The fflP should list and 
'prioritize' specific watershed mandgemant plans. How will management of the 
other land "se dctivitles [such as grazing, energy development. and OR&) be 
consistent and integrated with the watershed treatment pldns? There appears 
to be d weak linkage of managing these other activittes to the planned 
StNCturdl work (such as the sediment detention dams) and to overdll watershed 
trertment needs. Soil loss reductions are pmpJccted. Ye believe that the 

29.4 
highest feasible reduction should be the goal (as indicated in the Resource 
Protection AlternativeI. Yhdt hnprovenents in wdtershed vegetative cover dnd 
water qUalItY Will result froln wdtershed treatment? Ue would also like to see 
any needed watershed inventories scheduled In the RMP. 

29.5 done 
Under the Resource Protection Alternative watershed treatment would 

for areas of "low resource values dnd a low probability of success" 
not be 

fpagc 49). Ue ISsuw this wuuld also apply to the Balanced Use Alternative. 
Uhat are the Crfteria for making these deteminatlons? Ye would like to see 
the RMp ClarffY the inter-dlrcipllnary team that will be needed to make these 
detarminations. 

29 
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29.6 

Ye believe that it may be appmpriate to close severe eroslon areas to ORV 
"se as stated lo the Resource Protection Alternative (page 491. However. the 
up rhowIng ORV "se designations for the Resource Protection Alternative 
(page 511 indicates areas closed to travel that do not Include all the severe 
erosion weas shorn on Figure 2-6 (page 41). What an the water quality. 
vegetation. and watershed impacts of limited and open use designations under 
the Resource Protection and Balanced Use Alternatives? The pmtection of 
these resource values should be included in the ORV discussion on page B4. 
How will OW sianagaawnt be consistent with the Executive Orders on flood 
plains and wetlands? 

The RHPlEIS states that the ORV designations under the Balanced Use 
Alternative would be consistent with plans of the Ute tribe (page xv). Yhat 
are these plans and in what way would BUI plans be consistent? 

29.8 In Utah, the EPA abinlrters the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System. in consultation with the Utah Dopartsent of Nealth, for point source 
water discharges. This program should be described under the EPA section of 
A#pendlr b. 

Appendix 4 presents BLM and other agency guidance and/or nqulrementr 
relating to nonpoint source (NPS) water quality impacts associated with energy 
development. However. the potential NPS concerns need to be better defined in 
the alternative cwpariron and environmental consequences chapters. Briefly 
de:;.?3 IWP guidance for controlling potential nonpoint sources should be 

It can be misleading to say. in the case of oil shale on page 200. 
that if ihere were no wastewater treabwnt discharges. there would be no 
impact to water quality. Are the same assumptions being used for tar sands? 
Please refer to recent EPA reviews of the Sunnyside Combined Hydrocarbon lease 
Conversion EIS and the Utah Combined Hydrocarbon Leasing Regional EIS for a 
much more detailed discussion of EPA concerns regarding tar sands water 
quality planning. 

29.10 
Uhat are the salinity impacts from existing erosion and land use 

activities (particularly livestock grazing)? Uhat salinity reductions can be 
achieved through grazing !sanagemant? The WP/EIS should target salinity 
reductions as part of watershed treatnent in order r0 offset salinity 
increaser associated with projected energy developunt. 

Afr flualitr: 

29.11 The Utah Deparbent of Health, Bureau of Air Quality would be responsible 
for issuing any needed air quality permits associated with the projected 
energy development 
llsted on page xl, 1 

rejects. Several Utah State govermwnt agencies are 
ut this particular agency Is excluded. Assurances should 

be made that they have had the opportunity to review the Draft EIS. 

29.6 

29.7 

29.8 

29.9 
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29.12 The RHP/EIS states that the National Ambient Air Quality Standards fNAAQSl 
and PSD Class I1 Increments for total suspended particulater (TSPI would be 
exceeded under proposed tar sands/oil shale development lpages 82 aed 201). 
The specific projects causing such exceedewes would I*)st likely have to 
control TSP emissions to avotd such exceedencer or not be permltted by the 
State. Actual control requireewnts by the State need to be in the flnal EIS. 
A more fundamental issue Is why the BLY is proposing fn a preferred action, 
leasing levels that would exceed TSP standards. 

Vegetation Manaqeswt 

Ue have several cwmnents and concerns regarding the vegetation managerwnt 
program. We appreciate the fact that such a high percentage of the land in 
the resource area has vegetation In good to excellent ecological condition. 
Ye encourage continued improvement in ecological trend of the fair and poor 

29.13 condftion vegetation. Ye recosanend that the EIS assess the watershed/water 
quality protection value of both the existing vegetation conditions and the 
ecological condftions rupported.by the preferred alternative. NW does this 
compare with the protection value of the Resource Protection Alternative? We 
would like to see the Rl4PIEIS integrate avwe clearly the vegetation managerrent 
goals and programs with the watershed program. 

We realize that land treatment nay be needed tn order to improve 
substantially forage productloo in some areas. Treatment such as use of 
chemicals and burning, is pianned under the three non-current ranagement 
alternatives (page 24 and elsewhere). Ye are concerned about both the 
priority and environmental impact of such trestawnt. It appea*'s to us that 
the watershed management plans, allotment management plans/planned grazing 
systems, and implementatfon of rlparian/wetland habitat protectron measures 
are a higher priority to establish before expending funds on vegetation 
treatawnt activities. Ue would llke to see the RMP address this Issue and 
clarify these priorities. Yhat are the comparltive environmental Impacts of 
this treatment? 

29.14 
The BLM proposes to have at least a five-year interim monitorfng program 

before Implementing changes In grazing practicer (page 14). Because of this, 
the intent to carry out the allotment management direction under the preferred 
;;;;;:;tive (as expressed in Table 2-1, Appendix 5 and elsewhere) should be 

. Eliminating or rertrlctlng spring grazing is an important aspect of 
grazing management in sow cases. Mr. Karl Yright of your staff has clarified 
that there will actually be 28 allotments In which spring grazing will be 
addressed through planned grdzlng systems versus the 15 shown on page 24 for 
the preferred alternative. 

Yetlands and Riparian Area Manaqement 

Ue comeend the recognition on pages 13 and ?3 of Executive Orders 11988 
and 11990 to protect floodplains and wetlands. Hw!ever, we sug9est several 

29.15 
I 

changes and/or revisions in order to develop this program in mire detarl. The 
speclflc RMP criteria used to assure that the executive orders will be 
achieved need clarification. 



29.16% 

29.17 

29.181 

29.19 

29.20 

29.21 
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The Roource Protection Alternative appears to be more consistent wtth the 
orders. This Is reinforced by the discussion on 
p,ge, 23. 24. and under arch alternative. which l stablishas a stronger program 
of grazing managament under this altarnative In watland/riparian areas. Ye 
suggast an evaluation of each alternative to tha executive orders to assure 
that as uch reasonable pmtactlon as possible can be given. Ye would like tu 
see the crlstlng wetlands upped and quantified In Chapter 3. The comparative 
impacts to be allowad under each altarnative nead further daflnltlon. 

Various Nationwide 404 Permit conditions an listed In Appendix 4. Yhat 
acttvlt+es will cm under this program? ktlvltles requiring individual 
404 pamits am briefly untloned under item 17 on page M-11. The 404 persIlt 
progru, Its location in the CFR, and the actfvltles requiring a separate 
4M penlt should ba defined In morr detail. Overall, the rule of the Corps 
of Engineers (COE) In the planning and appmvrl of energy developlent 
actlvlties. In particular, that would Impact wetlands and perennial streams 
should be strengthened. In addltlon, the corralatlon of ELM planning to COE 
requirerents for these activltles should be clarlfled. Are they integrated7 

Minerals Managaatant 

There are several energy development concerns (In addition to those 
already mentioned) that ye would like to raise. It appears that the special 
stlpulatlons and no surface occupancy deslgnatlons for 011 and gas development 
under the Resource Protaction and Balanced Use Alternatives provide similar 
water quality protectton. Ye suggest that the EIS address the difference in 
degree of watershedlwatar quality protection between these two alternatives. 
We support the strong approach of recognizing at this level of planning the 
environmental restraints to future leasing and Applications for Permits to 
Drill. 

The discussion of 011 and 
each leasing category (page 63 3 

as on page 60 lndicatas that areas mapped for' 
stlll w be tentative. If there are any 

revirlons planned, what nnuld be the effect on water quality, rlparim/wetlmd 
areas, or important wildlife areas7 

MdStlonal 011 shale leasing cwld 'jeopardize the continued existence of 
two endangered fish species. the Colorado squawfish and humpback Chub. and 
another species that Is a candidate for listing. tbe razorback sucker" in the 
Uhite River (page 199). MS Is attributed to an annual depletion of 26.000 
to 56.006 acre feet of the river. Uould the assesslent of this impact be 
coordinated between the U.S. Fish and Ulldlife Service and ELM7 What impact 
would this depletion have on water 
leasing be consistent with the appl 9 

uallty standards? Yould additional 

dtscussed)? 
cable water quality statutes (as already 

Under the preferred alternative. substantially fewer acres of the Special 
Tar Sands Areas ISTSAr) would have special nltigrtion and no surface occupancy 
requirements. Ye believe that the RMP should be setting the necessary 
requimments to Protect water quality, rlparlatUwctland. and watershed 
values. However. because of these wide dlfferanccs in leasing category 
acreages, the adequacy of the planning raqulraments and the environmental 
IwaCtS (In addltlon t0 acres disturbed) need to ba defined. 

29.16 Befer to the text revlalolls on vatsrfovt I” tn. u1ldllf. secrionr “f 
Chapter. 3 .nd 4 of th. FEL9. 

29.17 se. fuspoo.~ 29.2. me BLH 1,8D au* Will COOC.ll".lLe re"1.Y and 
appcoval of pruject. I” confuraanc. v‘rn Lh. 404 permit p:ogram. 

29.18 The &rL.nc.d U.. .nd u.saure. Protection blrrrwtivrn ProvL~a alnurt 
ide.rLc.1 L.V.1. Of PrOCecLLYn for urt.r.n.* CeOOYrC... Alrhouvh rhe 
c.r.4ory d..Lan.tlo". for floodplalw , w.fL."ds. .nd public r&w 
abLf( fro. L*o to three. tn. special sLL9”L.tion. Listed in Append‘. 
4 ulll prO”ide the sd~e levrl of p~~eCt‘“n (se. No.. 3. 4, and LO). 
The R..ourc. Pro~eetion bLLe~..LLw .ouLd Prov‘d. sddLLlon.1 protee- 
tlun to .dj.c.nr noofI.odpLaln and Public water c.~.c". .~.a. thdc do 
"OC require It. The Balanced "se Alterna~lv. Prov‘d.. for any n.ces- 
sary .LIpUlaLIo.~ LO prurect vaceril.erl CesOurC.. WILL. not ratric- 
L‘ray .d,ac.ot .r..s. 

The sn.d.d .r... .hovn for cated”~y des‘~n”rLon. a~. for LLL”.tr.~iv. 
29.19 purpo.a. . ALthou,,b the area” are c‘oee CO the f‘n.L d..L&n.ted 

boundrrier. tn. fio.1 40-rsrc aubd‘vlaluna will not b. made until 
.fc.r an sLt.rn.tlv. i* celecrnl LO be the R.so"rer Man.g..."L PL.0. 

Ihe final .ubdivL.ion. WILL rhen be b.sed on ~..outc. erit.rLa idro- 
cifled an 9.9.. 14, 34, 40, 49, 53. oc 60 of the DeLS depending on 
the .Lr.r~.riv. selected. POr example. if a” area hae a vaterehed 
cooniderrrion tb.L r.qu1r.s ,~ot.ctio”. the area will be rtLp”1.t.d 
accordln,,Ly. 

29.20 
‘a”. BLM “ill coordlnar. “it” L.la U.S. Piah .nd Uildllf. Serv‘c. con- 
cern‘ng Thr..L.,,.d .nd E”dao9.r.d Speci... titer LO p.s. 73 of tne 
DBLB. The Lepera from cumularlve I~L~C depleriou PC. dLac”.a.d on 
pa8.a~ 159, 176. 1YZ. and 208 of L”. WIS. The pro90,s.d pL.n would 
affect water qvalily 4. described “n page 200. *“y fururr Y.C.T 
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The special stipulations for energy developllnt should be brlefly 
clarified to demonstrate the linkage of mitigation W actual resource 
protection needs. 

29.23 

29.2 

The preferred alternative projects a rlgnlflcant effect of energy 
developwent and Increased livestock production on wildlife (page 1991. Ue 
question why a slgnfflcant fmpact would be necessary. Ml11 the wildlife 
habitat management plans and grazing allotint management plans be flexible 
enough to allow for wildlife displaced by energy development activities7 Ue 
believe that consultation 4th the Utah Dfvlsion of Yfldllfe as these plans 
are developed, would help assure that displaced wildlife Is not significantly 
affected by crowding. stress, and caapetitlon for forage, water. and cover. 

Right-Of-Way Corridor Planning 

The impact of right-of-way corridors on critical resources under the 
preferred alternative needs clarification. Table 2.3 on pege 77 states that 
resource conflicts are possible within proposed corridors. This appears to 
contradict the statement on page 24 which says that developlent of the 
corridors will not be detrimental to critical resources. Can the degree of 
impact be projected In the kMP? Yhat will be the basic criteria for critical 
resource protection iln addition to the very broad mitigation listed on 
page 6517 gill there be opportunities to consolidate uses in order to reduce 
corridor mileage7 

l43n1tor1np 

Ye have several concerns regarding monttorlng and evaluation plans. 
Evidently, a comprehensive monitoring plan including vegetation, soils. 
watershed, and water quality resources will be done after the final RMP/EIS is 
completed. We believe that the F!MP/EIS development process because of the 
public and inter-agency involvement, should be used to define these plans to 
the extent feasible at this level of planning. The follnuing are some 
smnltorlng concerns we would like to see addressed: 

- water quality monitoring Intensity needed to evaluate adequacy of best 
management practices for controlling "anpolnt source pisllutants and to 
demonstrate caapliance with State water quality standards, 

- consideration of both chemical and biological monitoring, 

- water quality monitoring responslbillties of BW, mineral development 
lease/holders, and other State and Federal agencies. 

- funding sources. 

- pre and past-development monitoring requirements. 

29.22 : d.f.< LO Appendix 4 (rrvlsed,. 

29.23 see Pesyons.r 12.1 and IL.>. 
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- corrective actions that could be taken in the various situations that 
could arise (other than Mwnding or revlslng the RIIP) when problems are 
identified by q onltorlng. 

I - and coordinat(on and approvals of the monitotlng and remedial action 
plans by other relevant agencies including State water quality and wildlife 
agencies. 
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31.2 

S.Qt.mb.r 19. 1984 

“r. Curtis l’uck‘r. T.” L..d.r 
Iluresu of L‘sd Hul‘~u‘rlt 
170 SWLb 500 last 
V.rMl, “L.b 01070 

c-lit. o* Dr‘fc e”“iro”m.ot.1 
l.Q‘CC St*t.unt for Cb. 
Book Cliff. Berourc. H.m.~.m.nt 
Pl‘D 

Dar nr. Tucker: 

Hobil Alterortiv. E..rSy Inc.. .Qpr.cirt.s th. opportunity to CO-.t on the 
rafereuced docuunt. Tb. Bill h.. grutly over..tiutrd th..ir quality imQ.cra 
CPU‘.~ by ‘ynfuel d.“.lop.,..t‘. 

The ,ir qudity endy... far cl,. Book CLiff. R..ou~c. N.n.S.m.nt P1.n Draft 
En”lro”mt.1 Ilp.Ct SL.L.m.IL (BCUEIS) ‘T. b...d on QK.Vi‘."‘lY caopletrd 
studier d..crib.d i. prior .zwironm.~tnl impact .tst.mt.. The prior .nalys.s 
1i.t.d la .tt.chunt 1 uced hypoth.tic.1 d.V.1opu.t .c.n.rios, crud. .m,saion 
f.EtOr.. md i.,u.et .od.lillg .ppro.ch.. which W.C. co,,..w.tiv.. “obil h.. 
8ubmitt.d cwmt. o. the P.d.r.l Oil Shale W..Se~cnt DEIS ..d Utah Combined 
Hydrocsrboa DEfS which d..crib. in drtail Lh. w..ka.ss.. of these air quality 
.n*1yc... l’b. r.‘“lt. of BUL’. prior .tudicm .hould b. qu.1ifi.d in the BCDEIS 
19 r.Qr“.ntinp COO‘.N.CI”. Yor‘t-C‘S‘ maly.... 

The SCDEIS d..crib.d two .ignific.nt .ir qu.lity i.p.ct. l .oc1at.d with t.r 
sand. developwnr I. th. PR Sprirrg. .=.a. Ph.‘. w.r. pro,.ct.d exceedences of 
the Claus II QSD i.crount for total .u.p.nd.d p.rticu1.t.. .nd predicted 
OCC”X.“C.‘ Of vi.ibl. Qb,... Both of thus. bQ.Ct‘ .I. ov.r.stim.t.d. Based 
o” .salys.. Q‘CfONd for the Utah Comb1n.d Hydrocarbon EIS. th. SCDEIS 
projects vio1.ti.n. of the PSD Cl... II partleu1.t. incr.m..t du. to tar sands 
curfse. minimg in the P.R. Springs .re.. In Cl,. llcDEIS (Q. 141). hovever. BLN 
.t.t.. th.r ‘urfsc. mia1.S in P.S. SprinS. vi11 be much smellsr than estimated 

do th. Ut.h combined Hydrocarbon Region.1 EIS. Other farm. of t.r ..,,ds 
extraction rceult io much lover .c:..ioo. of pnrticulste; thorefora TSP 
conerntmtisn. will bo .,ch l,.wc~ than pro,ect.d in thr SCDSIS. 

31.3 
Ths SCDEIS proJ.ct. dirc.lor.tion du. to pk... .t th. “intah and 0ur.y Indian 
R.rrrvntion. rud ,,t th. Uinasnur and Colorado N.tion.1 “on~ment. for the 
commodity production and balenced u.. .ltern.tiv... Th.se projections .r. 

31.1 The Imp.ct‘ Qr...at.d i. Chi‘ document .r. “worst c...- predictlo.‘. 

drfar CO Air *‘lit, ~..uaQtloo.. P.S. 146 of th. USIS. I’M. h.. 

bean do.. to co.ply with the W.tio.al Snvlro~eat.1 Policy Act. 

31.2 S.. R..pon.. 31.1. lb BU4 re~ognlres th.t th. ImQ.ct. to .ir 

qu.,Lty would b. I... than stated if the d.ve1o~e.t of t..r land. 

occur. using r.cov.ry mathod. othrr than surfs. mioln~. Hov.“et. 

slnc. ther. .r. no ‘peclfic proposal. for d.“oloQ..ot .t thi. Lima, 

the -Y.X,C c...- pro,.et.‘oos were preeeoced. 

31.3 se. Sespans.. 31.1 and 31.2. ~.f.r to page 146, “fir quality 

A.*umptlae.’ for tb. IlstinS of Lb. .ourc.. ussd. ineludlng Cb. UC.b 

Cwsblnsd Hydroc.rbon SE.. * single plum. ann1y.i. for t.r SPOd 

drv.lo~,,.nt w.. wed 8. .a ~or.t case b.cau.. without .p.cifIc 

pcopo,als. there is oo aerurance that the project NO* e.l.sians 

uill be .pr..d. 

When .p.elf,s rpplicat‘ons for devrlopaanr .c. reealvcd. war. aecu- 

rate pr.dicti6.r can be mad. and analyzed in future .ov,ronn.nt.l 

doeum..t.t‘on. 



“r. Curtis Tucker 
S.Qtemb.r 19. 1584 
P.S. 1 

rpp.rantly h1.0 he‘d on the .n.lyris conducted for th. Utah Combined 
Hydrocsrboo EIS. Thee. I~QSECS .T. gro.sly ov.r..tim.t.d because the previous 
study .s.umed “thsr .11 pra,rct.d HO +.i‘sion. within th. P.R. sQrk.6‘ .I.. 
were combined to form ‘ ‘inpl. p1.k (Aerocolp, 1984. Q. I-112) when i” 
.ctu.llry th... ..i.mi.n. “f11 be di‘p‘rssd O”.I . vid. 8..,,“QhiC “r.‘. 

Ye hoPe our tomvi.nt. will be helpful in pr.p.rinS th. fin.1 EIS. 

0. L. Higgins. Jr. 
HydroloSic.1 b Environment.1 
Af fsir. b!an.*.r 
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Hr. curtis 3ck.r 
Seprrmber’l9. 1984 
Q.iJ. 3 

Lurea” cf Land Hs”~~.rn.nt. 198, - Utah Combined Hydrocarbon Envirunmrnt.sl 
Impact SLat.m.nt, Picbfield. Utub. 

Bureau Of land Hnongenent, 198, - P.der*l Oil Shale M*“ap*ur”’ Proera” 
Dr‘ft Enviro”m.“rel Impact SLat.ue”L. D.““er, Colorado. 

DietrIch. D. I... For. D. C.. Wmd. H.c., and Hprlotr. V. E.. 1981 - Ursfr 
Air Quality ‘kch”lc.1 Lr,mrt for the Federal 011 Shrlr Nr”.Sem.“t Prumram. 
Frepnred by Air Remurcr Specialists. Inc. for the Bureau of Land 
DanaQ..m.ot . 

Aerocomp.. Inc.. 1984 - Ibid. 

--“-- --“-- -- ---.. ----~- ..-- -- ---.. ----~- ..-- 



Dear nr. Tucker: 

me ~e~0~rc.e oevelopnent Cotiroinating Connittee na* reviewed tne Drdft 
Book Cliffs Resource HdnagemrnL ?ldn/ Enviroment.31 Impact Statement. 1na 
gate +prec~~tes the tremendous rfrort that 1s required to produce such d 
conp;ex an* involved docmt. It is an impxtent effort in that tne Jocunellt 
will set-we a* the foundation for future Bureau of Land krvgt%W~~ (tiL+fc) 
mamgement decisiuns, as well as a guide, for the public, tnat revedls tne 
manner by which the land will be managed for the foreseedole future. 

Because or the slg'11ficance OP the docment, it is essentidl that Jt oe 
informative and xcurate. In several essential areas the document uors not 
contain a C~lrtr enough andlysis or provide enough informatim fur the state 
to make an informed decision on the effect of cnoosing one alternative over 
another. These sMr:falls dre detailed in the attachments. Until the state 
is provided with more complete information, we Cabot ot this tlm support tne 
dOcm"t or any of the pPw&,$ed alternatives. 

We hope that the state's specific cmnts will oe usePu1 tu the bCM in 
its efforts to accurately and informatively represent the resources and 
opportunities for management of the wok Cliffs kesource Ared. Tns .stdte is 
Supwrtive of the Resource Management Plan (Hw) process and is hopeful that 
a5 participdtion in the process will further- thoughtful land plarning and 
management. 
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Page rue Of !xtacrmems 

32.5 am gas category system in the land planning stage as a method to mlnlnule 
res~urcr conPlict~ -.t the devel”!m=ntal St%=. MYever, tnr Lx15 *es not 

contain enargh specific informn’rora on how tne category designations weId 
arrive,, at r”p the state to understand me relative meritS of Bdch 
alternative. 1” addition to figures 2-1, 2-8, 2-15 and 2-Z> the NIS “et‘d5 t3 
provide mare detalled Infornation. Fx enanple, inztraa of stating M pdgr 

A, colum 2, paragraph 5 Chrt: *Re%xrce vrlurs totaling 186,G!N acres and 
requi~;ng spcial mitlgatlan for protection (Category L) woul? urlude: 
critical antebpe, deer, elk, and rlld har~e raw...and th@ scrn~ COrrldOP 
along U.S. ni@l!uy 40...“, tne reader S.h”ulO be pA-“dlDeJ *‘th d 1syd 
description of each proposed specially protected area and the w&~er of acreS 
required for each cdtegory vitnrn eden alternative. AS tne docmerx no* reaus 
it is i”,,Xsslble to k:,“” the n-r Of acres protected for Sage grouse leks a5 
zompared to either wetlandS or *i!d horse range. It IS dlS0 GiffICUlt t3 

determine whether any of tne designations are adequate or too hlyn fur any of 
tne alternatives. 

Tar sands: A siroihr prublem exist for the tar S.A~K! category dtshJrutu~n> 
a5 thdt outlined above for oil and gas, I.e., lack of SpeCiflC informatlm dlld 

rational to support the cdtrwory deslynat.ti~~.. me LEIS state, tn4t me 

analysis of ~SSiJrXWntS of leasing categories *...ib simildr in scope to tne 
categorization of the syuCi.31 Tar Sand AIlas (STSAS) tnruu~nout the StdLe 
within Volwne II of the Utah Combined Hydrocdrbon Leasing EIS.“(paye 94). Tne 
Utah Conbin& Hydmcarbon Leasing Haplonal Firw US CDntdlnS (1 wcn mule 
detailed analysis of the category designations. For exanv.~le, the andlys:: of 
tne Sunnyside ancj Vicinity STSA in that Final tnviromrntal Impact Stdtclwnt 
(FEIS) identifies each ared pr,@w?d w%7er eden crtrgory, 0% nuue~ of acres 
involved, and a &scriptlM C P the resource (pdge 7*, FEIS). wrt,wut thdL 

type of analysis in the OtIIS the state cerYY)t make a judynellt 011 tile 
desiraoility of any of tllr altrrrlrtives. 

stipdlationr adequa’sly covc’c tdr sand devrlopnent impdcts that pruyress 
beyond the arrlling stage? If they would not, what measures will oe taken to 
protect sensitive resources for the duratlm of tar srrld deveLopwrit? LIs111g 
the Utdh CoWinzd Hydrocaibon Lrdbinq Regional FEIS a+ d gul .I, ttw Uur?du of 
Land Management (~3~4) snould swclflcally identify wnat stipuldtlolls would De 
attached for each area proposed fOr Cdte<g”rlZati”“. 
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Page Three of Attactuwnts 

Land Tenure Adjustment 

Again, the lack or detailed information on catc$,,riZation of lands “!a.)(85 
an evaluctlo” or the a1ternct1ves dirrlcult. Ill tr,c area or IdW tenure 

adjustment, a &scri,,tion of the la”Os that M IS interested I” =cWlrl”Y Or 
disposing of Should be listed, including: a legal deScriptiM, acreage 
involved, and a description Of the resource CM itS VdlUe. 

Socioeconaics 

I” general, the Envirowntal Impact Statement for the tlookcliPPs Resource 
l4ana~nt Plan me&S the minimal sccio-ccommic analysis that is standard in 
BUreau of Land Management docuxents. The “Affected Environ-rent” section gives 
c fairly gmd synopsis or existiny Cmditions fran tnc 1385 Uintah Basin 
Synthetic Fuels Environmental ISwct Statement, clt”oyn data in several areas 
could have been updrted. I” addition on page 127 the report states that :nc 
State of Utah Camunity Facility Guidelines does not incluae a standard foe 
Solid YSStc disposal. This is In error; tnc Standdrll is .21 acres per l,JIxI 
persoix. 

In chapter 4, the docuwnt’ Goints out the difficully in forecabtiny 
socio-eCMOrniC impacts for the area becdusc of the uncertainty surrwndlny the 
devclopnent of sy”f”cls in the area. I” aoditlo” the 1dCK Of a ccmp1cte 
fiscal analysis or tnc alterMtiveS make it difficult to wterminc the ability 
of the local CoanwalticS to dbswb the projected giavtn uncer sir vdrious 
a1tem.atives. This cumplalnt, however, woulo apply to all ELM socia-economic 
analyses that the reviewers arc familiar witn. Altnough the d”alySib iS 
relatively weak, there appears to be no ovcrridiny issue that would 
contraindicate any of the proposed alter”atives of !ma”agernent. 

In the dlScuss1on or the individual slternctlves (Chapter 4), it is 
extrcwly difficult to ascertain the breakdown of prqected water use whlcn is 
applicable to each alternctivc. Information critical to specific dlterndtlvea 
Is not always included in the section discussion or those ClLCrnativcS. For 
example, the dfscusslon or water use ror the Current Hanagemeot Alternatlvc 
(page 156) makes “a mention of the fact tndt tna. hfyl level sccrwio for 
synruels devclopnent (77,CGl acre-feet) is wad; this cant Is made in a 
general Sectiw on page 145. Again, Table 4-12 (pa+ 167) “as informdtion 
perc1”e”t to a11 alternctlves, but is rCrCrred tD Only in the kksourC~ 
Protection altcrndtivc (page X6), and then witnout Surriclnlt rxpldn&ion aS 
LO how the table Is to be “Sad. We recommend that this water WC infurmation 
be pulled together Into a cohcsiva and lucid ,xckrge, clCarly IJCll”‘!dtl”g the. 
develWc”ts and associated water use sssunrd under c4c” altrratrva. 

Salinity redwtlon thrw$ watershed treatment is a” irrqlird uoJective or 
ali 0r tne aitc~tiv.5, but mt mcntimed apccirlcally. 0cause Of the 
importance 0r salinity control I” the Colorado River 0asln and past 
Involvement 0r the 8ureau or Land Hancgcmcnt in xtlvicies or tnc Coloraw 



32.1 

32.12 

32.13 

32.14 

Payc Four Of AttachmentS 

River Basin Salinity Cuntml Form. we reel th,t s”ch forlndi recu~jl~itlurl rullid 
be appropr1atr. 1nc1u5101, uf a rclrted statcmant WOUlll .lw be OrblrdDle 111 
the Soil, Water, and Air section on Page 75. 

In the Hater Quality and Soils sectims or each alternative GISCUSS~YII 
(Chapter 4), impacts or water dCVClopmr”t on salinity levels of the ~ulurdO0 
Rlvcr arc quantified, but impacts of watershea treatment arc not. I” d 

rhildr report (crand Rcrourcc lh+W .md Fl”al EIS), such Im+actr were 
qu&ltlrled (pdgr 2-l); vtl reel thdt WC” analyslr muld be deslreblc In L~IL: 
Elcak cliffs RW ancl EIS. lhe paper, “Sdillity cO”tl’Ol PIOJKtb: E*>t.Sl, 

Utah,” published oy tnc Ocnvrr Service Center (8LM) rn May 19ti2, miyht De 
helpful in this regard. Also, it is our urldcCstandlnrJ tnat a 5011 survey of 
Uintah Cowty is currc”tly berng condxted by the Soil Conservatun Service. 
This survey will contdm sprrifx lnformatm~ related to sdlinlty. 

Page 14, Column 1, Formulatlo” Criteria: The BLl.4 sW,ulil 1llCludt: a m)ir! 
specific list of criteria fur yuidiny the resolution of cacn issue in lieu of 
the ycneral critcrla contamed in tr,e EIS. Each issue Indb unique Parameters 
which should be ack”Owlrdyed. At a minimm, an additional general critrriun 
mho111d be .4ddm which rcriects considcidtlon 0r the effect that a ~10mbed 
management decision would have on adjacent putllic lands and puolic l&d kcrs 
as well as cwroination uth federal, state and local plans dnd regulariuns. 

Pay0 20, Coluln I, Parayraph 2 and Page 26, ColuM 4, Paragraph 1: The 
management or existence or wildlife should not be dcpc~uent on anticipated 
conflicts with livestock. Potential conflicts exist on the BWA. This 
statement orovides a convenient looonolc to relrudta wildlife needs to tnr _.-.. 
lowest pribrity. The statement ‘.:.wildlifc habitat would UC m&qed for 
optimum levels wnere conflicts wit” livestow do nut exist...” snuuld tx 
deleted Frmm the lat. 

Paye 26, COlum 5, RuayraPr, 2: The MIS .t,tcz tnat tire 0dlmcrd use 
Alternative will “[PlroviUe forayc to support 17,YJO dear, 19011 ek, YJJ 
antelope”. Tnc EIS should specify whether these figures dre for k!LM 1,~ only 
or lM1t wide. II for BLM land only, tney arc ckay, iP unit wide, they dre fdr 
too low. 

32.15 1 Page 25, Colw” 4, Paragrd@ 1 and Payc 117, Calm 2, PardJraPh : Tne 
Balanced USC AlterndtivC PmPoses t0 Protect 470 acres or Ploodpldinz. srrtiw 
that these 470 acres arc in “pour ecological condition’. e oocune6t ~noulLl 
defI”c “poor” ecological condition. It is the Division of Wlldllfe’s oplnl~n 
that nearly all the floodplain/ rlPdrlan zones in the BLHA are r” puor 
ecoiogical cmditian for the following rl?dsonb: 

32.12 
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32.16 

32.17 

Page Five of AttaclnnentS 

1. Cott”nwood groves ahny tne Green and Ynlte rl”er5 du2, for tllr most 
pd*t. old md decadent with little reyeneratlon of new tree*. 

2. In bm?e ai-eas, salt cea*r encroh-ment IS tncbataniny t” repi”cr 
va1uao1r COtt”“*o* ana WlllOW cotmuritles. 

an* allowed dense Stands of ;rease wood and oiy sage to iiwddr:. 
Riparian habitat is confilled to an extremely ndrrow band along the 
margin. of the stream course. 

Additiondlly, tne “Balanced Use Alternat~“en will pril”lde for, dnd 

enco”r3ye) the harvest of cottonwood trees on 3Jo acres (paye 28, c~lulnn 4, 
paagraph 3). Given the factors vorking against cottonwood survrval and 
regeneration! such a management sikme could only produce a deleteriuus effect 
an ovrr~ll rlparian conwunitie+ 

Pay.9 25, COIlmY 1, Paagrapn 2: The context *f me parayrapr ledus one to 
believe that fawning occurs on19 in Main Canyon. This 15 misleddiny. It 

should be clarified that fawnlny occurs across the entire swinei ralue, not 
just Main Canyon. 

32.18 

32.19 1 

Page 65, Tar Sand: The “tlalanced “ie Alternative” proposes llU,OOL) XK?S 
of tar sand be leased under Category 1 (standard StlpUlatiOns). Larye 

portions of *inter and suwer range dre found within Category 1 ared~ twt are 
availaDle for tar sand leasing--including high use az%as such as Indldn Hidye, 
Big Park, Wood Canyon, Agancy Dru!; Wm.?r Ra”y+-fro” Seep Rio@? to the 
Roadless Area. Two sage grouse struttiny grow& also fall within Lategory 1 
areas (see figures 2-25, 3-11, 3-12, 3-13). How vi11 mStacdard stipulations” 
specifically relate to, and protect, these habitats for tne duration of t,r 
sand developnent? (Please refer to the tar sand cOmM”ts under yenera 
Cwlml.?“tS above.) 

Page 70, Paragraph 2: This snould be clarified to specify if wildlife 
increases are on L3LH land only or unit wide. 

32.20 

Chapter tnree 

Page 103, Big game: The text freely uses the term “crucidl” witnout 
defining it. It is errowxs to desigrute the entire summer and winter ranyea 
in figures 3-10, 3-11 and 3-l: as crucial habitat. Hign use areas exist 
within the larger delineatiOns which could indeed be termed “critrcdl” use 
are.?. Big game are E equally distrlbllted ~CI‘OSL tneir ranges and the hlyh 
use areas *ithin tnese range5 snould ue idevltifled. The Infurmatio,, is 
avdilable frm a recently cw$tlatrlJ Dlvlsim of Wildlife Hewurces (UUH) atruly 
on the Book Cliffs that was develwed In cooperation with the KM. 
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Page Six of Attachments 

32.21 Pages 106, 107 and 110: tk big yme rmge maps 01, tnebe pqrs are 

totally inaccurate. 

Figure 3-10: The map of antelope range should oe expanded restwru to tne 
breaks of willow Creek. Alw, antelope occur on L(lue Mountain. 

FIgwe 3-11: The deer s-r r,,,~e 5no.l" 16 "UC" to" ldyr. HuJl "be 

areas are wh smllrr than shorn. The deer winter rmye IS mucn too 

Wdll. Some wintering arex nave not been delineated. Far~ny habitat, 
as shorn, is ccmplete~y inaccurate. Fawning habAtat shoulo coincide *It" 
those areas of Suww ranye identifldd In nlyh u=e dress. Yearlwg rdiiyye, 
as stmn, is indccurdte. 

Figure 3-12: Elk SUrmer rage is too large. High uSe dzedS are ~nucn 

smaller. Elk winter range is too ynall and Is a110 difficult to 
identify. Sunner ranye and winter ran e are contlnuouh. Calvrny dress 
are inaccurate. 4, They too sixwld coi ide wit" the nign uSe Swxner 
range. Locations of burns and cnaininys is incomplete dnd snauld be 
Identified as nigh use wintering area. 

Attached XC Figures 3-10, 3-11 ard J-12 that have been corrected for ;;; 
above inaccuracie5. The maps contained in the OTIS are Mt Scceptaole. 
acreages on page 103 and table 3-2 need revision to reflect the cnanges of the 
corrected maps. 

32.22 Pa* 108, c01Lml 1, Paragrm 2: TIM DEIS states that "ULM popuidtion 
goals for eik are 2,500 head...“. Tnis statement mat be clalfied for tllM 
lands on:y. 

Pa* 108, Upland GdlK?: This secti‘“, of u,U.“d ‘,a,~ is lnconyrlete d”o 

inadequate. There Is no dlscusslon of rage yrouse on L)lue Hountain. 
Treme,,c,o”s effort has gone towards crukar transplants to re-estdblnh ttus 
specks In the BU?A. Transplant sites are identifiable. This minor par.+graph 
downplays the importance of upland game and waterfowl as *all S5 tndlr 
respective habitats. It also wderesthtes the seriousness of potential 
inpacts anticipated under each alternative. 

32.24 AddItionally, there is no discussion of the nongame resource in the BCHA. 
This is not acceptable. Several of these species are of hi* State and 
federal interest: Western Bluebird, sandhill Crane, Lay-billed Curlew, 
Golden E&e, Pralrle Falcon, Cooper's Ha&, Ferr&,illous "a~, G,.eat Blw 
Heron, Burrowing Owl, Flanwlated owl, and Lerls' Woodpecker. 

Facts of note on these include: (1) The burrowing owl is being considered 
for the federal threatened or endangered species list. (2) Golden eagle nests 
are not diSCUSSed or identified. Several active nests occur wltnin the LWA. 
(3) Observations have Shown that the Book Cliffs, and particuldrly tne Bitter 
Creek drainaye, Serve as a major flyway for Sandnil cranes. Sandhlll'S nave 
been seen on the ymmd at HcCook Ridya. 

32.22 see response x.14. 



32.28 1 As in Chapter 3, there js absolutely no analysis of rmprcts to nonjme. 
Only eodansered fish are discussed. Woodland harvesting will have an effect 
on &is@ &odpecker and bald eagles wnich depeM on cottonwoods to ~OUSL dnd 
exploit the Wren and White rivers. No discussion of impacts to golden edge 
nests or any of the other eleven high stdtr and federal interest sprc~rs ndve 
bee" p*e*d"te*. 

32.29 There is no discussion of indirect iwacts, i.e., increased population and 
housing growth. Table Q-15 presents a change in household growth over 
baseline. Sum cxpansiw, will requne tne conversion of dyrlculturdl and 
other landb. This will rli~nindte pncdsmts, quail, wdterfuwl md pUss1blr 
sar~dhlll crane, ~I,w,,‘"cy cronl: h.,b‘t.~t . 

32.27 
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ACEC 

Am 

AMP 

AUM 

BACT 

bbl 

bd 

BCKA 

law 

CCD 

CEQ 

CFBB 

CIHL 

ey 

IDQE 

El8 

FS 

FWS 

KGS 

-Area of Critical Environmental Concern 

-Additional Daily Traffic 

.Allotment Management Plan 

-Animal Unit Month 

-Best Available Control Technology 

-billion barrels 

barrels per day 

Book Cliffs Resource Area 

-Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Department of the Interior 

County Census Division 

-Council of Environmental Quality 

-Code of Federal Regulations 

Combined Hydrocarbon Leases 

-calendar year 

Department of Energy 

-Environmental Impact Statement 

-Forest Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture 

-Fish and Wildlife Service, US. Department of the Interior 

-Known Geologic Structure 

KOSLA -Known Oil Shale Lease Areas 

MFP -Management Framework Plan 

MQU -Memorandum of Understanding 

NAAQS .National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

NP§ -National Park Service 

NQSB 11 -Naval Oil Shale Reserve II 

OIRV -Off-Road Vehicle 

PJ -Pinyon-Juniper 

PSD -Prevention of Significant Deterioration 

BBSQGA-Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Association 

BrwIP -Resource Management Plan 

SwIlP0 -State Historical Preservation Office 

SLBM Salt Lake Base and Meridian 

STSA -Special Tar Sand Area 

TDS -Total Dissolved Solis 

TSP -Total Suspended Particulate Mass 

UBS Uintah Basin Synfuels; references EIS produced by BLM in I!333 

UDWPB Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 

UGMS Utah Geological and Mineral Survey 

VBM -Visual Resource Management 

W#8DP -White River Dam Project 

WPBSW-White River Shale Oil Corporation 

WSA -Wilderness Study Area 
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ACTlVE GRAZING PREFERENCE-:The total number of AUMs 
of Huestock elng oh public Jon& tapportioned and at. 

tached to the base property owned or controlled by a per- 
mJtte%?. 

ALLOTMENT.An area of land designated and managed for grazing of 
livestock. 

ALLOTMENT CATEGORIZATION-The grouping of livestock 
grazing allotments into one of the following: maintain (M) current 
satisfactory condition, improve (I) current unsatisfactory condition, 
and manage custodially (C) while protecting exrsting resource values. 
The criteria used to determine the categorization are: range 
condition, resource potential, presence of resource use conflicts or 
controversy, opportunity for positive economic return, the present 
management situation and other criteria as appropriate. 

ALLOTMENT EVALUATION PBOGBAM-An ongoing program 
set up to periodically evaluate resource conditions, management 
practices, and facilities for a particular allotment. The evaluation 
includes a comparison of actual use data with utilization studies, an 
evaluation of trend and other special studies data along with 
climatological data. It may also include range inspection tours by BLM 
and affected users to jointly evaluate on-the-ground conditions. The 
frequency and intensity of evaluation will depend on the level of 
resource values and use conflicts occurring in the allotment e.g. ‘I’ 
category allotments would receive more frequent and intense monito- 
ring and evaluation than ‘C’ category allotments (see Allotment 
Categorization). 

ALLOTMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN-A documented program 
which applies to livestock operations on the public lands; prepared in 
consultation, cooperation, and coordination with the permittee( 
lessee(s), or other affected interests. 

ALLOWABLE CUT-Amount of wood permitted to be harvestedwithin 
a given time period. 

ALLUVIUM-Unconsolidated rock or soil material deposited by running 
water, including gravel, sand, silt, clay, and various mixtures of the 
same. 

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY-Prevailing condition of the atmosphere at a 
given time; the outside air. All lands are categorized in one of the 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) classes. Class I is the 
most restrictive and generally applies to specific national parks and 
monuments. No decrease in air quality is allowed under this class. 
Class II areas allow some decrease in air quality. Class II? areas allow 
for a substantial decrease in air quality, such as is found in urban 
areas. 

ANIMAL UNlT MQNTH (AUM)-The amount of forage necessary to 
sustain one cow, one horse. or five sheep for one month. Wildlife 
Ratio: Forage necessary to sustain 9.6 antelope, 5.8 deer, or 1.9 elk 
for one month. 

AQUIFER-A water bearing bed or stratum of permeable rock, sand, or 
gravel capable of yielding considerable quantities of water. 

AREA OF CRITICAL ENVlRONMENTAL CONCERN 
(ACEC)-An area of public lands where special management atten- 
tion is required to protect and prevent irreparable damage-to 
important historic, cultural, or scenic values; fish and wildlife 
resources; or other natural systemsor processes, or to protect lifeor 
provide safety from natural hazards. 

AVERAGE LIVESTOCK USE-The averagelivestock grazing useof 3 
representative years from 19751982. 

BITUMEN-A naturally occurring semi-solid mixture of hydrocarbons 
that, in their naturally occurring state, can not be recovered at a 
commercial rate by conventional primary and secondary oil and gas 
recovery methods. 

BLOCKING-A process of consolidating or making isolated land tracts 
contiguous through selling or exchanging with other land holders, 
both public and private. 

BBOWSE-Thatpartof thecurrent leafand twiggrowthofshrubs, woody 
vines, and trees available for animal consumption. 

CATEGGWLES (LEASING)-The four categories used to determine 
leasing activities for oil and gas and tar sand were based on potential 
for development, other resource uses, and protection of sensitive 
resource values. Category 1 opens all public lands to leasing with 
standard stipulations. Category 2 allows leasing with standard and 
special stipulations to protect sensitive resource values. Category 3 
allows leasing with no right of surface occupancy: recovery methods 
must not disturb the surface; and Category 4 closes lands to leasing. 

CLO§ELP-Designated areas and trails where the use of off-road vehicles 
are permanently or temporarily prohibited. Use of emergency 
vehicles is allowed. 

COMBINED HYDROCARBON LEASE (CEIL)-A lease issued in a 
Special Tar Sand Area (STSA) which entitles the lessee to remove any 
gas and nongaseous hydrocarbon substance other than coal, oil 
shale, or gitsonite. 

COBD-A unit of measure of wood volume; it is the amount of cut logs or 
wood in a stack measuring 4 by 4 by 8 feet. 

COBBHDQB-A strip of land (usually a few to many times the width of a 
right-of-way) within which one or more existing or potential facilities 
may be located. 

CRUCIAL BANGE-Range on which a species depends for survival; 
there are not alternative ranges available due to climate conditions or 
other limiting factors. May also be called key range. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES-Those fragJleand nonrenewable remains 
of human activity, occupation, or endeavor reflected in districts, sites, 
structures, buildings, objects, artifacts, ruins, works of art, archi- 
tecture, and natural features that were of importance in human 

. events. These resources consist of (1) physical remains, (2) areas 
where significant human events occurred-even though evidence of 
the event no longer remains, and (3) the environment immediately 
surrounding the resource. 

CULTURAL RESOURCE LNVENTOBY-A descriptive listing and 
documentation, including photographs and maps, of cultural re- 
sources; included are the processes of locating, identifying, and 
recording sites, structures, building, objects, and districts through 
library and archival research, information from persons knowledge- 
able about cultural resources, and varying levels of intensity of on-the- 
ground field surveys. 

CULTURAL RESOURCE SITE-A physical location of past human 
activities or events. Cultural resource sites are extremely variable in 
size and range from the location of a single cultural resource object to 
a cluster of cultural resource structures with associated objects and 
features. Prehistoric and historic sites which are recorded as cultural 
resources have so&cultural or scientific values and meet the general 
criterion of being more than 50 years old. 

DESIGNATED COBWBDOB-A linear areaof land with legally defined 
and recognized boundaries and capacities having ecological, tech- 
nical, economic, social,or similar advantagesover other areas for the 
present or future location of transportation or utility rights-of-way, 
and which have been identified and designated by legal public notice. 

DIRECTIONAL DBILLING-Slant drilling or drilling on an angle. 
Directional drilling is utilized when the operator is not allowed to 
occupy the surface of a given tract of land, but still wishes to drill a 
structure or target beneath tha! tract. 



DISPOSAL AREA-A parcel of public land that could pass from 
government ownership through sales or exchanges dr both. Some 
land may be retained in public ownership based on site-specific 
criteria. 

ECOLOGIC CONDFYION-The present state of vegetation of an 
ecologic site in relation to the climax (natural potential) plant 
community for that site. It is an expression of the relative degree to 
which the kinds, proportions, and amounts of plants in a plant 
community resemble that of the climax plant community for the site. 
Ecological condition is rated as follows: excellent-more than 75 
percent of the climax vegetation, good-51 to 75 percent of the climax 
vegetation, fair 26 to 50 percent of the climax vegetation, poor-less 
than 26 percent of the climax vegetation. 

ECOLOGIC SITE-A distinctive geographic unit that differs from other 
kinds of geographic units in it’s ability to produce a characteristic 
natural plant community. An ecologic site is the product of all the 
environmental factorsresponsible for it’s development. It is capable of 
supporting a native plant community typified by an association of 
species that differs from that of other ecologic sites in the kind or 
proporton of species or in total production. 

EDGE EFFECT-The phenomenon that occurs when two or more 
habitat types come together and create more favorable wildlife habitat 
than either type could provide alone. 

EXCLUSION AREAS-Land areas determined to be unavailable for 
corridor allocation or facility siting for reasons of unsuitability, 
legislative classification or allocation to uses incompatible with facility 
siting. 

EXTENSIVE RECREATION MANAGEMENT AREA-Areas of 
limited recreation opportunities and where intensive recreation 
management is not required. Minimal recreation management 
actions are adequate in these areas. 

FEDERAL lANDSLands owned by the United States, without 
reference to how the lands were acquired or what Federal agency 
administers the lands, including mineral estates underlying private 
surface. 

FIRE MANAGEMENT-The use of full suppression, modified suppres- 
sion, and prescribed fire to achieve desired management objectives. 

FIRE MANAGEMENT PLAN-A source document containing fire 
history, ecological impacts, and proposed fire actions for manageable 
units of public lands. 

FIVE YEAR MONHTORDJG PERIOD-See MONITORING. 

FEOODPM-The nearly level alluvial plain that borders a stream and 
is subject to inundation (flooding) during high water. 

FORAGE-All browse and herbaceous foods that are available to grazing 
animals. It may be grazed or harvested for feeding. 

FORAGE MONHTORllNG-An ongoing program designed to measure 
changes in plant composition, ground cover, animal populations, and 
climatic conditions on the public rangeland. Vegetation studies are 
used to monitor changes in rangeland condition and determine the 
reason for any changes that are occurring. The vegetation studies 
consider actual use, utilization, trend, and climatic conditions. 

FORAGE POTENTIAL-The optimum amount (Ibs/acre) of forage 
that could be produced in a grazing allotment that is stable, self- 
perpetuating and in equilibrium with its physical habitat. 

FULL GRAZING PREFERENCE-The total number (active and 
suspended nonuse) of animal unit months of livestock grazing on 
public land apportioned and attached to base property owned or 
controlled by a permittee. 

FULL SUPPBESSION.Taking aggressive action on all fires on or 
threatening the public lands, with sufficient forces to contain the fire 
during the early burning period. 

GRAZING SYSTEM-A systematic sequence of grazing treatments 
applied to an allotment to reach identified multiple-use goals or 
objectives by improving the quality and quantity of vegetation. 

GRAZING TREATMENT-A prescription under a grazing system 
which grazes or rests a unit of land at particular times each year to 
attain specific vegetation goals. 

HABITAT-The place where animals or plants normally live, often 
characterized by a dominant plant and co-dominant form (pinyon- 
juniper habitat). 

DYDROCARRONS-Organic chemical compounds of hydrogen and 
carbon atoms which form the basis of all petroleum products. 

IN LIEUSELECTION-A process by which theState of Utah (andother 
public land states) may select Federal lands within it’s boundaries 
because of Federal appropriation of grant lands before title could pass 
to the State. The State is entitled to select acreage equal to the 
amount that was appropriated. 

IN 81TUln place; in the original location. 

IN SITU EXTRACTION-Extracting the oil from tar sand or oil shale 
while it is still in place by injecting steam, solvents, and/or heat. 

KEY AREA (Fora!&-An area that receives at least moderate use, has 
the productive capability to respond to management and is important 
from a forage standpoint. 

KEROGEN-The organic, oil-yielding material present in oil shale. 
Kerogen is not a definite compound but a complex mixture varying 
from one shale to another. When heated to above 9OO”F, kerogen 
decomposes to yield a liquid oil, light gases, and a solid residue. 

KNOWN GEOLOGIC STRUCTURE (KGS)-Geologic strata 
known to contain oil or gas because it has been penetrated by a 
producing or producible oil or gas well. 

LEASABLE MINERALS-Minerals such as coal, oil shale, oil and gas, 
phosphate, potash, sodium, geothermal resources, and all other 
minerals that may be acquired under the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, 
as amended. 

LEASE-A document through which interests are transferred from one 
party to another, subject to certain obligations and considerations. 

LEASE (MINERAL)-A contract between a landowner and another, 
granting the latter the right to search for and produce gas, hydro- 
carbons, or other mineral substances upon payment of an agreed- 
upon rental. 

LEASE CONVERSION-The process of converting an existing oil and 
gas lease in a Special Tar Sand Area (STSA) to a Combined 
Hydrocarbon Lease (CHL). The conversion is completed through 
approval of a plan of operation outlining how the hydrocarbon 
resource will be developed. 

LIMITED-Designated areas and trails where the use of off-road vehicles 
is subject to restrictions, such as limiting the number or types of 
vehicles allowed, dates, and times of use; limiting use to existing roads 
and trails; or limiting use to designated roads and trails. 

LOCATABLE MINERALS-Minerals that may be acquired under the 
Mining Law of 1872, as amended. 

LONG-TERM-A period of time in excess of ten years. 

MlTlGATlON MEASURES-Actions which could be taken to lessen 
the adverse effects of proposed project development upon existing 
resources. 

MODIFIED IN SITU RETORTING-A process in which a portion of 
the oil shale deposit is removed from underground and the remaining 
oil shale is fractured to create a highly permeable zone to allow 
passage of air and fire to heat the kerogen and release the shale oil. 
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MODJFJED SUPPRESSION-A deviation from normal fire suppres- 
sron u/hich Is based on a fire land use decision, or where controlling fire 
is extremely difficult, or where the values-at-risk, do not warrant the 
expense associated with normal suppression procedures. 

~MONJTOPlPNG (Vagetatkm So&&An ongoing program designed to 
determine the effect of management practices;relative to livestock, 
wildlife and wild horse use on the soil and vegetative resource. The 
studies include actual use, utilization, trend, climatological, and other 
special vegetative analysis. The studies are evaluated periodically as a 
part of the “Allotment Evaluation Program”. Adjustments in manage- 
ment practices (stocking levels, animal numbers, seasons of use, 
grazing systems, etc.) are made as a result of the monitoring and 
evaluation program. Note: Current range policy (WO IM 94-135) 
requires that a Five Year Monitoring Period be established following 
completion of the El.5 to serve as a base for arriving at a proper 
stocking level. 

,MULTJPJX-USE MANAGEMENT-The management of public lands 
and their various resource values so that they are utilized in the 
combination that will best meet the needs of the people. 

NQNJ~~~~~~NT CRJTERti-A series of guidelines which govern 
surface disbtrbing activities on lands being studied by BLM for 
inclusion in :he National Wilderness Preservation System. The 
guidelines require that lands be managed so as to not impair their 
suitability for designation as wilderness. Any authorized activities 
must be temporary in nature and net degrade the area’s wilderness 
values. Disturbed areas must be capable of being reclaimed so that 
they are substantially unnoticeable by the rime the Secretary of the 
Interior makes his re‘ommendation on Wilderness Areas to the 
President. 

OFF-ROAD VEHJCJE (ORV)-Any motorized vehicle capable of or 
designed for travel on or immediately over land, water, or other 
natural terrain. 

OIL-All nongaseous hydrocarbon substances other than those sub- 
stances leaseable as coal, oil shale, or gilsonite (including all vein-type 
solid hydrocarbons). 

OIL SHALE-A layered sedimentary rock which contains abundant 
quantities of an organic material known as kerogen. When heated 
above 9C&‘F, the kerogen in the rock decomposes, releasing a liquid 
oil product, shale oil. 

OPEN-Designated areas and trails where off-road vehicles may be 
operated without restriction. 

OUTCROPS (TAR SAND)Those parts of a tar sand deposit exposed 
at the surface. 

OVERRURJXN-Material of any nature that overlies a deposit of useful 
materials, such as tar sand or oil shale. 

PALEONTOLOGY-A science dealing with the life and past geological 
perids as known from fossil remains. 

POPULATION-All the individuals belonging to a single plant or animal 
species occupying a particular area of space. 

PRIOR STABLE POPULATION NUMBERS-A number of animals, 
by species (derived from wildlife population dynamics data and long- 
term observations), previously supported at or near the grazing 
capacity of the given wildlife herd unit. 

PRJOZPBTY MANAGEMENT AREA-An area where high quality oil 
shale deposits exist and oil shale development would generally be 
acceptable. Oil shale lease tracts would be !ocated within these areas 
at a future date. 

PUBLIC LANQ-Lands administered by the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment, vacant, lmappropriated, and unreserved lands which have 
never left Federal ownership; also, lands in Federal ownership which 
were obtained by the Government in exchange for public lands or for 
timber on public lands. 
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PUBLIC WATER RESERVE-A parcel of land, usually 46 acres, 
withdrawn from settlement, mineral location, sale, or entry, con. 
taining a spring or water hole which is reserved for public use. Public 
water reserves were established by Executive Grder #107 dated April 
17, 1926. 

RECREATJON VJSJTOR DAY.Recreation use totalling 12 hours by 
one or more persons. 

RJPARJAN HABITAT, AQUATJC (STREAMSJLPE)Vegetation 
communities found in association with streams (both perennial and 
intermittent), lakes, ponds, and other open water. This unique 
habitat, comprising less tf,an 1 percent of the land area, is crucial to 
the continued existence of the fish species known to occur. Stream- 
side vegetation maintains high water tables, stabilizes streambanks, 
creates quality fishery habitat, and maintains water quality. It is also 
essential to most terrestrial wildlife species. 

JJJPAJXJAN JIABJTAT, TERJJESTRM-Vegetation communities 
found in association with either open water or water close to the 
surface; includes such habitat features as meadows, aspen stands, 
and/or other trees and shrubs. This unique habitat is crucial to the 
continued existence of the majority of the terrestrial wildlife species 
known to occur. Many species are found nowhere else. 

ROOM-AND-PILLAR MINING-A process in which some of the oil 
shale deposit is removed, creating underground rooms. Some of the 
deposit is left in place in the form of pillars to support the mine roof. 

ROTATION GRAZJNG SYSTEM-An intensive system of manage- 
ment where grazing is deferred on various parts of the range during 
succeeding years. 

SALABLE MINERALS-Minerals such as common varieties of sand, 
stone, gravel, and clay that may be acquired under the Materials Act 
of 1947, as amended. . 

SATUJJATJON-A measure of the extent to which pore space in the sand 
or rock is occupied by bitumen or oil. Also, the extent to which pore 
space in soil is occupied by water. 

SCOPJNG PROCESSAn early and public process ior determining the 
nature, significance, and range of issues to be addressed related to a 
proposed action. 

SEASON LONG USE-Grazing of a management area or range 
allotment continuously for a specified season or period of time (i.e. 
November 1 to April 30). 

SEMJ-PJJJMJTJVE-MOTORIZED-Areas which are accessible by 
vehicular travel but which remain essentially undeveloped. 

SITE POTENTJAL-The expression of an ecol@c site relative to the 
climax plant community. It represents the full ability (natural poten- 
tial) of a particular site as influenced by soils, topography, climate, etc. 
to produce a certain mix of plants and volume of vegetative matter. 

SPECIAL TAR SAND AREA (STSA)An area designated by the 
Department of the Interior’s Orders of November 20,198O (45 Federal 
Register 76800) and January21,1981(46 Federal Register 6077), and 
referred to in those orders as Designated Tar Sand Areas, as 
containing substantial deposits of tar and sand. Eleven STSAs are 
recognized in Utah by the Combined Hydrocarbon Leasing Act of 

1981. The Act provided for the conversion of existing oil and gas 
leases in STSAs to Combined Hydrocarbon Leases (CHLs). This Act 
also required competitive leasing for currently unleased lands within 
STSAs. 

SPECIES, CANDIDATE-An animal or plant which may be designated 
threatened or endangered in the near future. This status offers no 
legal protection under the Endangered Species Act of 1973. 

SPECIES, ENDANGERED-An animal or plant whose prospects of 
survival and reproduction are in immediate jeopardy, and as is further 
defined by the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. 



SPECIES. SENSITIVE-One of two groups of plants or animals: (A) 
Those which could be appropriate for listing as threatened or 
endangered, but do not have sufficient data ,L) be used in the listing 
process. These species need more study. or (B) Those which are not 
being considered as candidates for the listing process, but are known 
to be rare, site specific, endemic or in potentially threatened land use 
areas (the BLM gives sensitive species the same consideration for 
protection as threatened or endangered species). 

SPECKS, THREATENED-Any species which is likely to become an 
endangered species within the foreseeable future throughout ail or a 
significant portion of its range, and as is further defined by the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. 

SUSTAPNED YIELD-A silvicultural practice in which the volume ot 
wood cut is equal to grc.wth over the lonq run. 

TAR SAND-Any consolidated or unconsol dated rock (other than coal, 
oil shale, or gilsonite) that either: (1) contains a hydrocarbonaceous 
material with a gas-free viscosity at original reservoir temperature 
greater than 10,ooO centiporse; or (2) contains a hydrocarbonaceous 
material and is produced by mining or quarrying. Tar sand constitutes 
one of the largest known nonfluid petroleum resources in the United 
States. Approximately 90 percent of the United States’ tar sand (27 
billion barrels) is located in Utah. 

TAR SAND DEPOSIT-A natural bitumen (oil-impregnated) containing 
or appearing to contain an accumulation of tar sand, separated or 
appearing to be separated from any other such accumulation. 

TERTIARY-Of, belonging to, or designating the geologic time, system of 
rocks, and sedimentary deposits of the first period of the Cenozoic 
era, extending from the Cretaceous period of the Mesozoic era to the 
Quaternary period of the Cenozoic era, characherized by the 
appearance of modem flora and of apes and other large mammals. 

TIMEEPLANDSThose sites supporting stands composed of Douglas 
fir, aspen, ponderosa pine, and cottonwood. 

TOTAL SUSPENDED PARTYCULATES-All solid or semi-solid 
material found in the atmosphere i.e. dust. 

TRACT U-a-One of two Federal oil shale lease areas in Utah. Each lease 
area is 5,120 acres in size, and is leased by the White River Shale Oil 
Corporation, Inc. (see Tract U-b). 

TRACT U-b-The second of the two Federal oil shale lease areas in Utah. 
This lease area is the same size and adjacent to the first. This area is 
also leased by the White River Shale Oil Corporation, Inc. (see Tract 
U-a). 

TREND-The direction of change in range condition. The factors that 
influence trend are: changes in plant composition, abundance of 
young plants, plant residues, plant vigor, and the condition of the soil 
surface. 

VISUAL RE80URCE MANAGEMENT (VRMI)-The planning, 
designing, and implementation of management objectives for main- 
taining scenic value and visual quality on public lands. 

VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT CLASSES-The five 
degrees of acceptable visual change within a characteristic landscape: 

CLASS I-Areas (preservation) provide for natural ecologicd 
changes only. This class includes primitive areas, some natural 
areas, some wild and scenic rivers, and othe; similar sites where 
landscape modification activities should be restricted, 

CLASS II-(partial retention of the landscape character) includes 
areas where changes in any of the basic elements (form, line, 
color, or texture) caused by management activity should not be 
evident in the characteristic landscape. 

CLASS III-(parttal retention of the landscape character) includes 
areas where changes in the basic elements (form, line, color, or 
texture) caused by a management activtty may be evident in the 
characteristic landscape. 

CLASS IV-(modification of the landscape character) includes areas 
where changes may subordinate the original composition and 
character. 

CLASS V-(rehaoilitation or enhancement of the landscape charac- 
ter) includes areas where change is needed to restore the 
landscape. 

WATERSHED-A total area of land above a given point on a waterway 
that contributes runoff water to the flow at that point. 

WlLDERNESS CWARACTEXISTICS-Factors identified by Con- 
gress in the Wilderness Act of 1964 which should be used to determine 
the suitability of land for inclusion into the National Wilderness 
System. They include: size, naturalness, outstanding opportunities 
for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation, and 
supplemental values such as geological, archaeological, historical, 
ecological, scenic, or other features. It is required that the area 
possess at least 5,000 acres or more of continuous public lanl or be of 
a size to make practical its preservation and use in an unimpaired 
condition; be substantially natural or generally appear to have been 
affected primarily by the forces of nature, with the imprint of cultural 
modifications being sustantially unnoticeable; and have either out- 
standing opportunities for solitude or a primitiveand unconfined type 
of recreation. Congress stated that a wilderness area may also have 
supplemental values or other features of scientific, educational, 
scenic, or historical value. 

WILDERNESS STUDY AREA (WSA)-A roadless area which has 
been found to have wilderness characteristics. 

WILD HOIPSES-All unbranded and unclaimed horses and their progeny 
that roam public lands, or that use these lands as all or part of their 
habitat after December 15, 1971. 

WITHDRAWAL-Actions which restrict the use of public land and 
segregate the land from the oderation of some or all of the public land 
and/or mineral laws. Withdrawals are also used to transfer juris- 
dicatron of management to other Federal agencies. 

WOODLANDS-Lands producing tree species that are typically utilized 
as nonsawtimber products and sold in units other than boardfeet i.e. 
pinyon and juniper. 

YEAR-LONG USE-Grazing of a management area or range allotment 
continuously throughout the year. 
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The following symbols are used to help the reader locate copies of 
the references. The appropriate symbols will appear at the end 
of each citation. 
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SVXMAKY OF PROJECT SCOPING 

An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) nust be prepared w!len a Federal 
agency considers implementing actions within its jurisdiction that may re- 
sult in significant impacts to the environment. ET% ai J Federal officials 
in making decisions by presenting tne environmental facts on a proposed 
project and its alternatives. The first step in preparing an EIS is to 
determine the scope of the project and the range of actions, alternatives, 
and impacts to be included in the document. 

The Council on Environmental Quality reguldtions (40 CFR, Parts 1500-1508) 
require an early scoping process to determine the sig,lificant issues related 
to the proposed action and alternatives which should be addressed in the 
EIS. The principal purpose of the scoping process is to identify important 
issues, concerns, and potential impacts that require detailed analysis in 
the EIS and to eliminate insignificant issues and alternatives from detailed 
analysis. 

Method of Scoping 

The scoping process ftir the Book Clif Es Resource Management Plan (RXP) 
consisted of Federal Register Hotices, public meetings, agency meetings, 
mailouts for written comments, and inforladl conversations with interested 
parties within the affected area. 

With the assist-lnce of Federal and State agencies, local entities, and pri- 
vate individr .IS, the significant issues and concerns were identified for 
analysis in the EIS. Insignificant issues were also identified so that they 
could be eliminated from the scope of the EIS. I 

The dates and times for the Book Cliffs RHP public scoping meeting and the 
availability of background information were publicized within the affected 
area through the local media. Notification 3f the meetings wds also sent to 
government organizations and other potentially interested groups within the 
area. 

In the early stages of the project (1980), inEormative discussions were held 
with local residents and elected and appointed officials in the project 
area. As a result of these discussions, preliminary issues were identified, 
and attendance at the forthcoming public meetings was encouraged. 

Representatives of the Vernal District then met with members of local gov- 
ernments to present the preliminary issues for their comments and sugges- 
tions. 

A brochure requesting public comments on the planning guidelines for the 
Book Cliffs Resource Area was sent to government organizations, interested 
groups and concerned citizens in Narch 1981. Comments received aided the 
BLM in refining the issues. 
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Appendix 1 (Continued) 

Xetiting With Elected and Appointed Officials 
of Uintah County 

April 16, 1980 

Attendees Representing 

Charles Henderson 

Nei 1 Domgaard 
Roland Merkley 
Merrill Mecham 
Lloyd Ferguson 
Dean Evans 
Dave Moore 

Ralph- Brown 

Energy Director, Uintah Basin Association 
of Governments 
Uintah County Commissioner 
Uintan County Commissioner 
Uintah County Commissioner 
Vernal District Manager, BLM 
Bookcliffs Area Manager, BLM 
Chief of Planning & Environmental 
Coordination, Vernal District, BLM 
Planning Coordinator, Vernal District, BLM 

Summary of Issues: 

1. Need for county input, especially on energy, wildlife, and grazing. 

2. Need for study on gravel pit sitings. 

3. Need for road rights-of-way to be wide enough to handle multiple uses. 

4. Need for input from ranchers/miners. 

5. Concern with possible revocation of witndrawals. 

6. Need for using topographic and ortho-photo quads in establishing Book 
Cliffs planning needs. 

On February 4, 1983, a letter listing the issues and planning criteria was 
sent to all organizations, groups, and individuals that had aided in the 
planning process. The letter asked for additional comments and invited them 
to attend a scoping meeting to discuss possible management alternatives for 
tile BCRA. 

A formal public meeting was conducted in Vernal, Utah on April 5? 1983. 
Interested individuals, groups, and local agencies were given the oppor- 
tunity to voice their concerns and raise issues which they felt merited 
consideration in the alternatives for the EI3. Results from this meeting 
and responses from requests for written comments were as follows: 
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Appendix 1 (Continued) 

Public Scoping Meeting 
Book Cliffs RMP 

April 5, 1983 

Name Representing 

Robert Fuller BIA 
Glen B. Wells Utah Power C Light 
Ken Parr Ute Tribe 
Jason Cuch Ute Tribe 
Val Sorenson Self 
J. Bowden Self 
Roland McCook BIA 
Neil Domgaard Uintah County Commission 
Laura Chew Self 
Dean Chew Self 
Katherine Smith ERA-Ashley Valley Realtors 
Jon Hill Atchee Ridge/Book Cliffs Cattlemen 
Anthony Rampton Fabian b Clendenin 
Robert Heistand Paraho Development Corporation 
Scott Patterson Mountain Bell 
Jeff Henderson Moon Lake Electric Association 
John Davis Self 
Tim Blackham Mountain Fuel Supply Company 
Reed Clayson Synfuel Energy 6 Development Corporation 
Carlin Cuch Ute Tribe 
Ken Harper U.S. Fish C Wildlife Service 
Bob Shaffer Desert G&T Co. 
Leo Snow Uintah County Commission 
Robert Matthews Moon Lake Electric Association 
Byron Merrell Uintah County Commission 
Rex Headd Mountain Fuel Resources 
John Henderson Mountain Fuel Supply 
Rusty Lundberg Geokinetics 
Marvin Jackson Self 
Kevin Scott Gulf 011 
Charles Cameron Ute Tribe 
Gregg Oaks Moon Lake Electric Association 
Meril Snow Self 
Berne Pulsipher Mountain Bell 
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Appendix 1 (Continued) 

Summary of Comments: 

1. 

2. 

Concern that wildlife ranges/populations are unknown. 

Concern with whether wildhorse herds should be expanded or merely 
maintained at present levels. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Concern about exclusion areas for utilities on private lands. 

Concern that rights-of-way should be considered outside of designated 
corridors on case-by-case basis. 

Concern with movement of elk onto Reservation lands. 

8. 

9. 

Designation of areas where building stone may be removed. 

Concern with future access to service areas by Utah Power and 
Light/Moon Lake Electric Association. 

Designation of QRVfdirt bike areas and attendant regulations/controls. 

Need for identifying location of the existing oil/gas leases in Hill 
Creek. 

10. Concern with access for deer hunters. 

11. Concern with utility corridor conflicts/overlaps/planning. 

12. Concern with traffic controls/highway protection. 

13. Concern with the effects of mineral development on livestock/wildlife, 

14. Concern with future use of water/watershed. 

After the alternative scoping meeting was held, the BL!! mailed out new 
project descriptions describing the changes in the project and inviting more 
public comments regarding the project scope, issues, and concerns. This 
information was sent to all interested persons as well as all attendees of 
the public scoping meetings. The following responses were received from 
this mailout around May 20, 1983, and were included in determining the 
alternatives of the EIS. 
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Appendix 1 (Continued) 

Comments on Draft Alternatives 
Book Cliffs RXP 

Name Representing 

Dorothy Harvey 
Lorin Merkley 
Peter Hovingh 
Clinton Harrison 
LawelLa Nielson 
Ken Husch 
Frank Hackler 
Ron Hardlinger 
Mike Adams 
Meril Snow 
Ernest Chandler 
G. Merrell 

Intermountain Water Alliance 
Self 
Self 
Seif 
Self 
Local merchant 
H&H Firewood Co. 
T&J Yamana 
Self 
Self 
Self 
Self 

Summary of Comments: 

1. Need for preserving scenic, wildlife, and recreation qualities, 
especially on the White River Corridor, Green River, Red Wash, and 
between U.S. 40 and Bonanza Highway. 

2. Need for off-road vechicle designation and controls. 

3. Need for protection of riparian habitat. 

4. Need for firewood cutting/chaining controls. 

5. Need for protection/improvement of Musketshot Springs. 

6. Concern with control of wild horses. 

7. Development of water sources. 

Results of Scoping 

‘The results of the scoping process aiong wits furtner input from various 
Federal and State agencies identified the most significant issues associated 
with the project; these issues have been covered in detaii ii1 tuls EIS. 

Issues identified by meeting participants and through written input ilave 
been used to determine the scope of the Booa Cliffs Resource Area RMP EIS. 
Tile extent to wnicn each resource is analyzed was partially determined by 
the concerns raised in the scoping meetings. 



Appendix 1 (Continued) 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

In the course of preparing the draft EIS for the Book Cliffs Resource Man- 
agement Plan, BLM communicated with many Federal, State, and local agencies; 
elected representatives; environmental and citizens groups; industries; and 
individuals. Many of these people participated in the public scoping meet- 
ing which was held in April, 1983. The f.ollowing agencies have provided 
input and/or will receive copies of the EIS. 

Federal Government Agencies 

Department of the Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Nat ional Park Service 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Department of Agriculture 
Forest Service 
Soil Conservation Service 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Department of Transportation 

Federal Highway Administration 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Department’ of Energy 
Department of the Navy 

State Governments and Agencies 

Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 
Utah State Clearinghouse 

Indian Tribes 

Ute Indian Tribe 

Local Governments 

Utah 
Uintdh County ChnKIIiSSiOn 

Grand County Commission 
Colorado 

Moffat County Commission 

(A detailed mailing list is available upon request from Curtis Tucker, BLM, 
Vernal District Office.) 
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SECTION A: Major Federal Authorizing Actions 
SECTION B: Major State Authorizing Actions 
SECTION C: Major County and Local Authorizing Actions 
SECTION D: Resources Requiring Formal Consultation 
SECTION E: Federal Laws Affecting Oil Shale and Tar Sand Development 

SECTION A 

Agency Nature of Action Authority Project Feature 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Bureau of Land Management Grant rights-of-way Title V of Federal Land Policy and 

Management Act of 1976, 43 U.S.C. 
Sections 1761-1771; CFR Part 28; 
and Sectioll 28 of the Mineral 
Leasing Act, 30 U.S.C. Section 185; 
43 CFR Part 2880 

Grant rights-of-way on BLM, F&is 
and FS land 

Section 28 of the #ineral Leasing' 
Act of 1920, 30 U.S.C. Section 185; 
43 CFR Part 2880 

Issue leases and permits Section 302 of Federal Land Policy 
and Management-Act of 1976; 43 
U.S.C. Section 1732 

Issue temporary use permits Title V of Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act: Section 28 of the 
Mineral Leasing Act bf 1920 

Corridor facilities; access roads, 
power transmission line, water supply 
pipeline, ore conveyors, underground 
mining tunnels, conxnunication lines 

Oil pipelines 

Facilities (other project components) 
not related to rights-of-way 

Temporary construction activ ities 



APPENDIX 2 
Major Federal Authorizing Actions 

SECTION A: Major Federal Authorizing Actions 
SECTION 5: Major State Authorizing Actions 
SECTION C: Major County and Local Authorizing Actions 
SECTION 0: Resources Requiring Fonnal Consultation 
SECTION E: Federal Laws Affecting Oil Shale and Tar Sand Development 

I 

SECfION A 

Agency Nature of Action Authority Project Feature 

Grant rights-of-way on BLM, F&S 
and FS land 

Issue leases and permits 

Issue temporary use pelmits 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Bureau of Land Management Grant rights-of-way Title V of Federal Land Policy and 

ii 

Management Act of 1976, 43 U.S.C. 
Sections 1761-1771; CFR Part 28; 
and Section 28 of the Mineral 
Leasing Act, 3U U.S.C. Section 185; 
43 CFR Part 2880 

Section 28 of the Mineral Leasing 
Act of 1920, 30 U.S.C. Section 185; 
43 CFR Part 2880 

Section 302 of Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act of 1976; 43 

, U.S.C. Section 1732 

Title V of Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act: Section 28 of the 
Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 

Corridor facilities; access roads, 
power transmission line, water supply 
pipeline, ore conveyors, underground 
mining tunnels, communication lines 

Oil pipelines 

Facilities (other project components) 
not related to rights-of-way 

Temporary construction activities 



Appendix 2 (Continued) 
SECTION A 

Major Federal Authorizing Actions 

Agency Nature of Action Authority Project Feature 

National Park Service 

Bureau of Indian Affairs Grant rights-of-way to cross Indian 
(Uintah and Ouray~Agency) lands 

iii U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(Ouray National Wildlife Refuge) 

Concur in right-of-way crossing 
National Wildlife Refuge Land 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

Issue antiquities or archaeological 
resource permit to excavate or 
remove archaeological resources on 
Public Lands 

Review impact on threatened or 
endangered species of fish, 
wildlife, or plants 

Receive and approve spill 
prevention control and 
countermeasure plan 

Issue Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Permit for treatment, 
storage, or disposal of hazardous 

Antiquities Act of 1906; 16 U.S.C. 
Sections 431-433; Archaeological 
Kesources Protection Act of 1979, 
16 U.S.C. Sections 470aa-47011; 43 
CFR Part 3 

25 U.S.C. Sections 323-328; 25 CFR 
Part 161 

Section 28 of the Mineral Leasing 
Act of 1920, 30 U.S.C. Section 185; 
50 CFR Section 29.21 

Section 7 of Endangered Species Act 
of 1973, 16 U.S.C. Section 1536; 50 
CFR Part 402 

Section 311 of Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act Amendment of 
1972, 33 U.S.C. Section 1321; 40 
CFA Part 112 

Section 3005 of Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act of 
1976, 42 U.S.C. Section 6925; 40 
CFR Parts 122, 124, 260-267 

Access roads. power transmission 
lines, communication lines, water 
supply pipeline, and ore conveyor on 
public lands 

Access roads, power transmission 
lines, water supply pipeline, product 
pipeline 

Shale oil pipeline 

All 

Intennediate and product storage 
tanks 

Hazardous waste disposal 

waste 



Appendix 2 (Continued) 
SECTION A 

Major Federal Authorizing Actions 

Agency Nature of Action Authority 'Project Feature 

H 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Federal Aviation Administration 

Register generators of hazardous 
waste 

Issue a nondischarging tdational 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System Permit 

Issue permit for reinjection of 
mine water 

Permit manufacture of shale oil 

Issue air space permit for airport- 
related air space determination and 
air space obstruction clearance for 
project facilities 

Section 3002 of Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act of 
1976, 42 U.S.C. Section 6922; 40 
CFR Parts 122, 262 

Section 402 of Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act Amendments of 
1972, as amended; 33 U.S.C. Section 
1342; 40 CFR Parts 122, 123, 124, 
and 125 

Part C of Safe Drinking Water Act, 
42 U.S.C. Sections 300h to 30@h-3; 

40 CFR Parts 122, 124, 146 

Section 3 of Toxic Substances 
Control Act, 15 U.S.C. Section 2604 

Section 1101 of the Federal 
Aviation Act of 1958, 49 U.S.C. 
Section 1501; 14 CFR Part 77 

Hazardous waste generation 

Water ponds and treatment plants 

Underground injection wells. (The 
Utah Department of Health, Division 
of Environmental Health, Bureau of 
Water Pollution Control has applied 
for primacy under the UIC program. 
Once primacy is attained, this permit 
will not be required.) 

Shale oil retorts 

Stacks at plant site and other 
facilities 



Appendix 2 (Continued) 
SECTION A 

Major Federal Authorizing Actions 

Agency Nature of Action Authority Project Feature 

Federal Highway Administration Issue permit(s) to cross Federal- 
aid highways 

Research and Special Programs 
Administration Office of 
Operations and Enforcement 

Regulate safe construction and 
operation of pipelines 

EPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
U.S. Forest Service (Uinta and Concur in right-of-way grant for 

Wasatch-Cache National Forests) crossing National Forest System 

4 
land 

Issue permit for borrow materials 

Issue special use permit for 
constructing rights-of-way and 
facilities 

Issue antiquities or archaeological 
resource permit to excavate and 
remove archaeological resources on 
National Forest System lands 

23 U.S.C. Sections 116, 123, 316; Water pipelines, ore conveyor, access 
23 CFR Part 645 Subpart 5 roads, etc. 

18 U.S.C. Section 834; 49 U.S.C. 
Section 1655; 49 CFR Part 195 

Section 28 of the Mineral Leasing 
Act of 1920, 30 U.S.C. Section 185; 
43 CFR Part 2880; 36 CFR Part 251 

Materials Act, 30 U.S.C. Sections 
601,. 602; 30 CFR Section 251.4 

Title V of the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act of 1976, 43 
U.S.C. Sections 1761-1771; Section 
28 of the Mineral Leasing Act, 30 
U.S.C. Section 185 

Antiquities Act of 1906, 16 U.S.C. 
Sectioni 431-433; Archaeological 
Resources Protection Act of 1979. 
16 U.S.C. Sections 470aa-47011; 43 
CFR Part 3 

Pipelines 

Shale oil pipeline 

Construction materials for shale oil 
pipeline 

Construction of shale oil pipeline 
(including access roads, field 
offices, and staging areas) 

Construction of shale oil pipeline 
(including access roads, field 
offices, and staging areas) 



Appendix 2 (Continued) 
SKiTION A 

Wajor Federal Authorizing Actions 

Agency Nature of Action Authority Project Feature 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

~KIEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco. 
and Firearms 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
Mine Safety and Health 
Administration 

Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration 

FEOERAL COMMUNICATIONS 
AIlMINISTRATION 

Issue (Section 404) permit for Section 404 of the Federal Water 
placement of dredged or fill Pollution Control Act Amendments of 
material in waters of the United 1972, 33 U.S.C. Section 1344; 33 
States or their adjacent wetlands CFR Parts 323, 325 

Issue permit (Section 10) for 
structures or work in or affecting 
navigable waters of the U.S. 

Section 10 of the River and Harbor 
Act of 1899. 33 U.S.C. Section 403; 
33 CFR Parts 320-322, 329 

Issue permit(s) to purchase, store, 
and use explosives 

Approve mine safety plans and 
facilities 

Inspect surface construction for 
worker safety 

License to operate industrial radio 
service 

Section 1102(a) of Organized Crime 
Control Act of 1970, 18 U.S.C. 
Sections 841-848; 27 CFR Part 181 

Federal Mine Safety and Health Act 
of 1977, 30 U.S.C. Sections 801 
et. seq.; 30 CFR Chapter 1. 

Occupational Safety and Health Act 
of 1970, 29 U.S.C. Sections 651 
et. seq. ; 29 CFR Part 2200 

Section 303 of Comnunications Act 
of 1934, 47 U.S.C. Section 303; 47 
CFR Parts 90, 94 

River or stream crossings for access 
roads, water supply pipeline, product 
pipelines, etc. 

Water diversion facilities, dams, 
wells, and construction resulting in 
alterations to water course 

Transport and use of explosives 

Mining and crushing facilities 

Construction of processing surface 
facilities (Federal role limited to 
assisting and auditing Utah 
Industrial Commissions enforcement of 
state OSHA plan) 

Communications 



Appendix 2 (Continued) 
SECTION A 

Major Federal Authorizing Actions 

Agency Nature of Action Authority Project Feature 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
Economic Regulatory 
Administration 

Grant exemption from requirement Energy Supply and Environmental .A "major fuel-burning installation" 
that new major fuel-burning Coordination Act of 1974, 15 includes any boiler, burner, or other 
installation be designated to burn U.S.C. Sections 791-798; 10 CFR combustion or any combination 
coal Parts 303-305 thereof, at a single site which burns 

fossil fuels 

,B 

E=Enercor-Mono Power, M=Magic Circle, P=Paraho; S=Syntana-Utah; and T=Tosco. 

*Unless specified, the authorizing actions apply to all of the proposed projects. 
**Applies only to Tosco Salt Lake City Alternative Product Pipeline. 



Appendix 2 (Continued) 
SECTION B 

Major State Authorizing Actions 

Agency Nature of Action Authority Project Feature 

UTAH DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY 

Division of State Lands Grant rights-of-way 

w 
% 

Division of Water Rights 

Issue special use permits for State 
Forest land 

Approve state mineral leases 

Well driller's permit 

Permits to construct diversion 
facilities or change place or 
nature of use of an existing water 
right 

Certificate to appropriate water 

Approve plans and specifications 
for construction or repair of dams 

Utah Code Annotated Section 65-2-l 
(1978) 

Utah Code Annotated Section 65-2-l 
(1978) 

Utah Code Annotated Section 65-l-18 
(1978); Utah Rules and Regulations 
Governing the Issuance of Mineral 
Leases 

Utah Code Annotated Section 73-5-25 
(1981) 

Utah Code Annotated Section 73-3-3 
(1981) 

Utah Code Annotated Section 73-3-l 
to 29 (1981) 

Utah Code Annotated Section 73-3-5 
(1981) 

Corridor facilities; access roads, 
power transmission line, water supply 
pipeline, ore conveyors, shale oil 
pipeline, coimnunication lines 

Corridor facilities; access roads, 
power transmission line, water supply 
pipeline, ore conveyors 

Mines 

Water wells 

Water diversion facilities 

Use of previously unappropriated 
water 

Construction of any impoundment dam 



Appendix 2 (Continued) 
SECTlON B 

Major State Authorizing Actions 

Agency Nature of Action Authority Project Feature 

Division of Forestry and Fire 
Control 

Division of Oil, Gas, and Mining 

iif 
UTAH DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPMENT 
SERVICES 

Division of State History 

Approval of plan to alter natural 
stream 

Burning permit during closed fire 
season 

Issue Notice of Intention to 
Comnence Exploratory Drilling; 
Notice of Intention to Comnence 
Mining 

Issue permit to survey or disturb 
archaeological or paleontological 
site on state land 

Review impact on historical or 
cultural sites on or eligible for 
National Register of Historic 
Places 

UTAH DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION Issue encroachment permits 

Highway Patrol Issue overweight truck permits for 
delivery of materials to plant site 

Utah Code Annotated Section 73-3-29 Alteration of a natural stream 
(1981) 

Utah Code Annotated Section 24-2-12 Burning of slash and waste 
(1976) 

Utah Code Annotated Section Exploratory drilling and coring; 
40-8-13, (Supp. 1981); Rule M-3, mining operation and reclamation 
Board of Oil, Gas, and Mining Form 
M&l 

Utah Code Annotated Section 
63-18-25 (1978) 

All 

Section 106 of National Historical All 
Preservation Act of 1966, 16 U.S.C. 
Section 470f; 36 CFR Part 800 

Utah Code Annotated Section 
27-12-1'1 (1976) 

State and Federal highway crossings 

Utah Code Annotated Section 
27-12-155 (1976) 

Delivery of materials 



Appendix 2 (Continued) 
SECTION 8 

Major State Authorizing Actions 

Agency Nature of Action Authority Project Feature 

UTAH OEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, DIVISION 
OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH 

Bureau of Air Duality Issue open burning permit 

Bureau of Water Pollution 
Control 

UTAH DEPARTMENT OF WATER POLLUTION 
Division of Environmental Health 

Bureau of Solid and Hazardous 
Waste 

Approve notice of intent to 
construct source of air pollution 
(includes prevention of significant 
deterioration (PSD) permit) 

Issue pemiit for construction and 
operation of sanitary and 
industrial wastewater treatment 
facilities 

Issue permit for reinjection of 
mine water 

Issue permit to treat, store, or 
dispose of hazardous waste 

Approval for disposal of solid 
waste 

Utah Code Annotated Section 
26-13-6(l) (Supp. 1981) 

Utah Code Annotated Section 
26-13-6 (Supp. 1981) 

Utah Code Annotated Section 
26-11-8 (Supp. 1981) 

Utah Code Annotated Section 
26-11-6(14) (Supp. 1981) 

Utah Code Annotated Section 26-14-8 
(Supp. 1981) 

Utah Code Annotated Section 
26-14-6(6) (Supp. 1981) 

Burning of slash and waste material 

Construction and operation activity 

Wastewater treatment facilities 

Underground injection wells 

Disposal of Hazardous waste 

Solid waste disposal 



Appendix 2 (Continued) 
SECTION B 

Major State Authorizing Actions 

Agency Nature of Action Authority Project Feature 

Bureau of Public Water Supply Issue permit for drinking water 
system 

Utah Code Annotated Section 
26-12-5(a) (Supp. 1981) 

Drinking water system 

UTAH KNDUSTKIAL COMMISSION 
Division of Occupational Safety Inspect surFace construction for Utah Code Annotated Sections 35-91 Surface shale processing facilities 
and Health worker safety et seq. (1974) downstream of pyrolysis units 

DEPARTMEW OF COWlUNITY AND 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

VI 
Oivision of Community 

q Development 
Receive Socioeconomic Impact 
Alleviation Plan 

Utah Code Annotated Section 
63-51-10 (Supp. 1981) 

Socioeconomic and population 
increases 



Appendix 2 (Continued) 
SECTI~ c 

iFfajor County and Local Authorizing Actions 

kww Nature of Action Authority Project Feature 

8 
0) 

GRAND COUNTY 

UINTAH BASIN DISTRICT 
HEALTH DEPARTMENT 

UINTAH COUNTY 
Issue building permits Uintah County Zoning Ordinance Plant site and surface facilities 

Issue temporary use permits Uintah County Zoning Ordinance Temporary construction of offices 
and sheds 

Issue conditional use permit Solid waste disposal sites 

Issue extraction of earth products 
permit 

Uintah County Zoning Ordinance 

Uintah County Zoning Ordinance Borrow areas 

Issue excavation permit 

Issue building permit 

Approval of master plan by the 
Grand County Planning Camnission 
and County Camnissioners 

Grand County Zoning Ordinance 

Grand County Zoning Ordinance 

Grand County Zoning Ordinance 

Excavation 

Plant site and surface facilities 

New town site 

Issue inspection and letter of 
approval for public health-related 
facilities on plant sites and at 
construction camps 

Utah Code Annotated, 1981 
Supplement; Title 26, Chapter 24, 
Section l-24 

Construction camps, individual 
wastewater disposal systems, non- 
public water systems, and food 
service facilities at the plant 
sites 



Appendix 2 (Continued) 
SECTION D 

Resources Requiring Formal Consultation 

Item 
Basis of 

Requirement Agency to be Consulted 

Cultural 
(Historical) 
Resources 

Antiquities Act 1906 
Preservation Act 1966 
Executive Order 11593 

Floodplains Executive Order 11988 

Endangered or 
Threatened Species 

Fish and Wildli.fe 
Coordination Act 

Prime or Unj.que 
Farmlands 

Water 

Water Rights 

Wetlands 

Parks, Recreation 
Areas, Refuges, 
Historic Sites 

Section 7 of Endan- 
gered Species Act 

Section 662(a) of 
Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act 

Farmland Protec- 
tion Policy 

Section 404 
Clean Water Act 

Safe Drinking 
Water Act 

Federal Land 
Policy and 
Management Act 

Executive Order 11990 

Section 4(f) 
Department of 
Transportation 
Act of 1966 

State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO) 

Council of Environmental Quality, 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
Fish and Wildlife Service, and 
Public Notice 

Fish and Wildlife Service 

Fish and Wildlife Service and 
State Game and Fish Agency 

Soil Conservation Service 
State Conservationist 
(Document Review) 

Corps of Engineers, State 
Engineer 

Division of Environmental Health 

State Engineer 

Issue Public Notice 

Department of Transportation 
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Appendix 2 (Continued) 
SECTION E 

Federal Laws Affecting Oil Shale and Tar Sand Development 

Popular Name Public Law/U.S. Code Citation Purpose/Requirements Major Relevance 

Antiquities Act of 1906 

Archaeological and Historical 
Preservation Act of 1974; 
Archaeological Salvage Act 

8 

Archaeological Resources 
Protection Act of 1979 

Bald Eagle Protection Act of 
1969, as amended 

59-209; 16 U.S.C. 431-433 

93-291, 86-523; 16 U.S.C. 469 

96-95 Protects arshaeological resources 
by regulating excavation and 
collection on Public and Indian 
lands 

86-70; 16 U.S.C. 668 Protects bald and golden eagles 

Regulates antiqufties excavation 
and collection on lands under 
Secretary of Interior's 
jurisdiction 

Protects historic monuments and 
ruins on Public lands 

Provides for recovery of data from 
areas to be affected by Federa 
actions, including Federally 
licensed projects 

Provides for preservation of data 
(including relics and specimens) at 
every Federal construction project 
and Federally licensed project 

Mitigates potential harm to 
historical and archaeological 
resources 

Mitigates potential harm to 
historical, archaeological, and 
paleontological resources 

Mitigates potential harm to 
historical and archaeological 
resources 

Mitigates potential harm to 
historical and archaeological 
resources 

May require certain limitations on 
developments 



Appendix 2 (Continued) 
SECTION E 

Federal Laws Affecting Oil Shale and Tar Sand Development 

Popular Name Public Law/U.S. Code Citation Purpose/Requirements Major Relevance 

Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 95-95; 42 U.S.C. 7401 Establishes requirements for areas Limits industrial development 
failing to attain National Ambient within and adjacent to areas 
Air Quality Standards (MAPS) exceeding NAAQS (nonattainment 

areas) and protects air quality 
in areas where the quality is 
better than NAAQS (attainment 
areas). 

Clean Water Act of 1977 

Endangered Species Act of 
1973, as amended 

95-217; 33 U.S.C. 1251 

93-205; 16 U.S.C. 1531 

Provides for prevention of 
significant deterioration of areas 
where air is cleaner than NAAQS 

Modifies 1970 Clean Air Act 
provisions regarding Federal 
facilities, enforcement strategies, 
and interstate air pollution 

Establishes effluent limitation for 
new and existing industrial 
discharge into U.S. waters 

Provides mechanism to restore and 
maintain integrity of the Nation's 
waters 

Protects endangered and threatened 
species and critical habitat from 
Federal activities 

May reduce development options if 
antidegradation policy restricts 
discharges into high quality 
waters 

Treatment facilities in areas with 
rapidly expanding infrastructures 
must meet water quality standards 

Requires prior consultation with 
Fish and Wildlife Service 



Appendix 2 (Continued) 
SECTION E 

Federal Laws Affecting Oil Shale and Tar Sand Development 

Popular Name Public Law/U.S. Code Citation Purpose/Requirements Major Relevance 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act of 1934, as amended 

85-624; 16 U.S.C. 661 Requires consultation about water 
resource development actions which 
might affect fish or associated 
wildlife resource 

Historic Preservation Act 
of 1966 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
of 1941, as amended 

National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 (NEPA) 

89-665; 16 U.S.C. 470 

16 U.S.C. 701-718h 

91-190; 42 U.S.C. 4321 

Establishes system to classify 
properties on or eligible for 
inclusion on HistoricRegister 

Mandates Federal agency 
consultation with Advisory Council 
and State Historic Preservation 
Officers 

Protects migrating birds not 
covered by other Federal laws 

Encourages productivity and harmony 
between man and his environment; 
ensures that environmental values 
are considered in decisionmaking; 
makes environment protection a duty 
of every Federal agency 

Requires impact statements for 
major Federal actions with 
potentially significant impacts 

Mitigates potential Federal oil 
shale development impacts 

Mitigates potential harm to 
historical and archaeological 
values 

Provides legislation to purchase 
areas for refuges and to provide 
for migratory bird conservation 

Provides legislative mandate to 
consider environmental review of 
major Federal action in energy 
development 

Impact statement process must be 
integral part of oil shale leasing 
system 



Appendix 2 (Continued) 
SECTION E 

Federal Laws Affecting Oil Shale and Tar Sand Development 

Popular Name Public Law7U.S. Code Citation Purpose/Requirements Major Relevance 

Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act of 1976 

94-580; 42 U.S.C. 6901, 
as amended 

Establishes guidelines for Mining locations may be affected 
collection, transport, separation, by EPA regulations governing 
recovery and disposal of solid disposal of oil shale mining 

wastes 

Creates major Federal hazardous 
waste regulatory program 

industry may have stringent permit 
requirements if wastes classified 
by EPA are hazardous 

Provides assistance to establish 

is state or regional solid waste plans 

Safe Drinking Water Act 95-190; 42 U.S.C. 300f-j Protects water quality; sets Requires states (or EPA) to 
of 1977 national standards regulate harmful injections which 

endanger public drinking water 
system 



Maintain Category Criteria 

Present range condition is satisfactory. 

Allotments have moderate or high resource production potential, and are 
producing near their potential (or trend is moving in that direction). 

No serious resource-use conflicts exist. 

Opportunities may exist for positive economic return from public 
investments. 

Present management appears satisfactory. 

Other criteria appropriate to the environmental impact statement (EIS) 
area. 

Improve Category Criteria 

Present range condition is unsatisfactory. 

Allotments have moderate to high resource production potential and are 
producing at low to moderate levels. 

Serious resource-use conflicts exist. 

Opportunities exist for positive economic return from public investments. 

Present management appears unsatisfactory. 

Other criteria appropriate to EIS area. 

Custodial Category Criteria 

Present range condition is not a factor. 

Allotments have low resource production potential, and are producing 
near their potential. 

Limited resource-use conflicts may exist. 

Opportunities for positive economic return on public investment do not 
exist or are constrained by technological or economic factors. 

Present management appears satisfactory or is the only logical practice 
under existing resource conditions. 

Other criteria appropriate to EIS area. 
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*NOTE : This appendix is a complete revision from the information that was 

presented in the Draft EIS. 

CATEGORY SYSTEM 

INTRODUCTION 

The oil and gas category system was originally placed into effect in 1976 

through a process that included the preparation of the Vernal District Oil 

and Gas Environmental Assessment Record and the categorization of lands. 

The category system was established to provide an efficient, responsive oil 

and gas leasing system while giving consideration to other resource values 

that require protection. 

In this document, the category system has been expanded to include combined 

hydrocarbons. Oil and gas and tar sands are treated separately within the 

text of this Environmental Impact Statememt (EIS) for ease of understand- 

ing . Each mineral resource has been categorized under the various alterna- 

tives. After the decision is made on the selection of the Book Cliff’s 

Resource Management Plan, the separate mineral resources will then be 

combined into a single category system for BLM State Office use. Due to the 

complexity of this system, it is not be presented within this documemt. 
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OIL AND GAS 

Category 1 - Open Lease Areas 

This category includes lands that possess the resource vaiues which would 

not be in serious conflict with mineral exploration and development. These 

lands are leased subject to standard stipulations which provide for the 

protection of the resource values and environmental components commonly 

associated with the public lands and require the lessee to take certain 

measures to mitigate possible impacts that might be created by exploration 

and development. These stipulations do not impose majo,r restrictions on the 

lessee activities, but provide for operations under controlled conditions. 

The 43 CFR 3100 lists information that is required in tne environmental 

report which is submitted by the oil and gas lessee to BLM. This 

information is commonly reported by the lessee in the 13 point surface use 

pian which is required as part of every oil and gas lease. The 13 point 

plan is written in response to the BLM notice to the lessee's No. 6 (NTL-6) 

which also gives BLM the authority to evaluate the environmental impacts. 

An 'on-site' inspection with BLM and lessee representatives is conducted in 

relation to the surface use plan. This inspection is made to determine the 

most feasible and environmentally acceptable areas for well sites, access 

roads, and other proposed surface use areas. An environmental analysis is 

prepared by BLM in response to the proposal. The analysis identifies 

methods for mitigating adverse environmental effects associated with the 

proposed action. Other oil and gas regulations and lease stipulations refer 

to the lo-point subsurface plan, procedures for disposal of produced water, 

366 



reporting of undesirable events such as spills, fires, etc. This type of 

information is standard with every oil and gas lease, regardless of category. 

Category 2 - Lease Areas Requiring Special Stipulations 

Some areas contain resource vaiues where a conflict with mineral exploration 

and development might occur; therefore, leasing in this category is subject 

to special stipulations that provide additional protection to the 

watersheds, critical wildlife habitat areas, recreation areas, unique ar- 

chaeological and historical sites, etc. The special stipulations may limit 

exploration to various times of the year, prescribe special construction 

techniques, limit the location of developments, or require other similar 

special resource protections. 

The following special stipulations are in addition to the lease terms and 

standard stipulations, and are necessary to protect specific resource values 

on the lease area: 

1.. All of the land in this lease is included in (recreation or 
special area, etc.). Therefore, no occupancy or disturbance 
of the surface of the land described in this lease is author- 
ized. The lessee, however, may extract the oil and gas 
resources in this lease by directional drilling from sites 
outside this lease. If a proposed drilling site lies on land 
administered by the Bureau of Land Management, a permit for 
use of the site must be obtained from the BLM District Manager 
before drilling or other development begins. 

2. No access (or work trail or road, earth cut or fill,.structure 
or other improvement), other than an active drilling rig, will 
be permitted if it can be viewed from the (road, lake, river, 
etc.). 

3. IVO occupancy or other activity on t'ne surface of (legal stio- 
division) is allowed under this lease. 
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4. No occupancy or other surface disturbance will be allo-oed 
within feet of the (road, trail, river, 
creek, canal, etc). This distance may be modified when 
specifically approved in writing by the authorized officer of 
the Federal surface management agency. 

5. No drilling or storage facilities will be allowed within 
feet of (live water, the reservoir, the archaeo- 

logical site, the historical site, the paleontological site, 
etc.) located in (legal subdivision). This distance may be 
modified when specifically approved in writing by the concur- 
rence of the authorized officer of the Federal surface 
management agency. 

6. No occupancy or other surface disturbance will be allowed on 
slopes in excess of percent, without written permission 
from the authorized officer of the Federal surface management 
agency. 

7. In order to (minimize watershed damage, protect important 
seasonal wildlife habitat, etc.) exploration, drilling, and 
other development activity will be allowed only (during the 
period from to during dry soil period, 
over a snow cover, frozen ground). This limitation does not 
apply to maintenance and operation of producing wells. 
Exceptions to this limitation in any year may be specifically 
approved by the authorized officer of the Federal surface 
management agency. 

8. In order to minimize watershed damage during muddy and/or wet 
periods the authorized officer of the Federal surface manage- 
ment agency may prohibit exploration, drilling, or other 
development. This limitation does not apply to maintenance 
and operation of producing wells. 

9. The (trail/road) will not be used as an access 
road for activities on this lease, exce'pt as follows: (No 
exceptions, weekdays during recreation season, etc.). 

10. No will be allowed within 
the . This area contains 
described as follows: 

feet of 
acres and is 

Reasons: 

First blank to be filled in with one or more of the follow- 
ing: drilling, storage facilities, surface disturbance or 
occupancy. Second and third blanks to be filled in with-one 
or more of the following: 

a. feet wildlife habitat essential to specific 
species 

368 



b. feet peripheral or unique vegetative type 

CO 200 feet either side of centerline of roads or highways 

d. 500 feet of normal high water line on all streams, 
reservoirs, lakes 

e- 600 feet of all springs 

f. 400 feet of any improvements 

Note: Stipulation No. 10 could be used in place of Stipula- 
tion Nos. 4 and 5. 

11. In order to (minimize) (protect) 

will be allowed only during . 
This does not apply to maintenance and operation of producing 
wells and facilities. Lands within leased area to which this 
stipulation applied are described as follows: 

Reasons : 

First blank to be filled in with one or more of the following: 

a. Watershed damage 

b. Soil Erosion 

C* Seasonal wildlife habitat (winter range, calving/lambing 
area, etc.) 

d. Conflict with recreation 

Second blank to be filled in with one or more of the following: 

a. Surface-disturbing activities 

b. Exploraion 

c. Drilling 

d. Development 

Third blank to be filled in with one or more of the following: 

a. Period from to 

b. Dry soil periods 

C. Over the snow 

d. Frozen ground 



Note: Stipulation No. 11 could be used in place of Stipula- 
tion No. 4, giving greater definition as to restriction. 

12. The lessee is given notice that all or portions of the lease 
area contain special values, are needed for special purposes 
or require special attention to prevent damage to surface 
resources l Any surface use or occupancy within such areas 
will be strictly controlled. Use or occupancy will be author- 
ized only when the lessee/operator demonstrates that the area 
is essential for operations and when the lessee/operator 
submits a surface use and operations plan, which is satisfac- 
tory to the Federal surface management agency, for the 
protection of these special values and existing or planned 
uses. Appropriate modifications to the imposed restrictions 
will be made for the maintenance and operations of producing 
oil and gas wells. 

After the Federal surface management agency has been advised 
of the proposed surface use or occupancy on these lands, and 
on request of the lessee/operator, the Federal surface 
management agency will furnish further data on such areas, 
which now include but are not limited to: 

(Legal land description to lot and/or quarter, quarter 
section. ) 

Reasons for Restriction 

Duration of Restriction: (year-round, month(b)) 

Prior to acceptance of this stipulation the prospective lessee 
is encouraged to contact the Federal surface management agency 
for further information regarding the restrictive nature of 
this stipulation. 

Note: Stipulation No. 12 is not exclusionary but it notifies 
the lessee/operator that the described lands contain special 
values and that these values must be considered in the 
proposed operating plan. This stipulation is an alternative 
to many of the above stipulations. 

Category 3 - Open Lease Areas Subject to No Surface Occupancy 

These areas have special resource values or land uses with which surface 

mineral operations would not be compatible. These areas could include 

camping and picnic areas, research areas, scenic areas, recreation and 

public purposes, significant historical and archaeological areas, etc. 
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Drilling would be permitted but would be limited to whipstocking or slant 

drilling from off-site locations. Use of this cagegory is, therefore, 

limited to that feasible for drilling in this fashion. A maximum of one 

mile is considered feasible (using present technology) if approachable, from 

two or more sides (one-half mile if that area can be approached from only 

one side). 

Category 4 - No Lease Areas 

These are areas where mineral leasing is undesirable pending further plan- 

ning or special studies and includes areas that are too large in size to 

permit slant drilling or which include critical resource values that cannot 

be adequately protected by the lease categories. Examples could include 

areas of potential wild and scenic river corridors, and larger high quality 

scenic areas where roads, pipelines, drilling activities, etc. are not 

compatible with management for these uses. As further information is 

obtained, and public needs are better understood, these areas may continue 

to be closed to leasing or may be made available. 

No lease is issued; therefore, no stipulations required. 

COMBINED HYDROCARBON LEASING 

General 

The Combined Hydrocarbon Leasing Act of 1981 (43CFR 3140 and 3150, 95 Stat. 

1070) changed the definition of oil to include oil saturated sands (tar 
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sands). Conventional oil and gas and nonconventional tar sand recovery are 

provided for in the same combined hydrocarbon lease. 

Leasing Within Special Tar Sand Areas 

1. Companies which held existing oil and gas leases could have converted to 

a combined hydrocarbon lease before November 16, 1983. They must have 

submitted a plan of operations for tar sand development which must be 
Y 

approved by the BLM. A separate EIS would be prepared in response to 

these conversions. 

2. The oil and gas lease term could be automatically extended by demon- 

strated oil and/or gas production on the leased land. Those leases that 

were not converted to a combined hydrocarbon lease will have no 

provisions for the development of tar sands. 

3. Leases under the Competitive Combined Hydrocarbon Lease Program could be 

scheduled, after completion of the Book Cliffs IMP. These leases could 

be issued on currently unleased areas or areas where oil and gas leases 

expire. These leases will be consistent with stipulations developed in 

the BMP and related environmental analysis. 

Mitigation 

Although tar sands and oil and gas are treated separately within the BMP, a ’ 

single category system will emerge during subsequent activity planning? 

During that phase, tar sand stipulations would be developed that will be 
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separate from the oil and gas stipulations but will be attached to the same 

lease. Some of the special oil and gas stipulations may be applicable to 

certain aspects of tar sand development, such as exploratory drilling 

operations. In addition, certain stipulations could limit the lessee to 

conventional oil and gas recovery with no provision for tar sand develop- 

ment . Other stipulations could notify the leasee that renewable resource 

values identified in the RMP would require special consideration in the plan 

of operations. 

Prior to any surface disturbance, a plan of operations must be submitted. 

The plan would be required to meet the requirements of 43 CFR 3160 for 

drilling and exploration work and 43 CFR 3570 for mining operations. An 

environmental analysis (EA or EIS) would be prepared in response to the 

submitted plan of operations. Site specific stipulations would be developed 

which would deal with a wide range of subjects including, but not limited 

to, reclamation procedures, erosion control methods, threatened and 

endangered plants and animals, cultural resource protection, and-watershed 

and wildlife protection. 

Mitigation identified could then result in various modifications of the 

mining plan to provide for environmentally acceptable development. 
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FAVORABILITY SYSTEM 

The favorability and certainty system, presented for the BCEU on Figure 3-1, 

and subsequently described in this appendix, is an attempt to quantitatively 

assess the potential for future oil and gas development. 

Favorability 1 (fl) 

Lands designated as having the lowest favorability, “fl”, for oil and gas 

will be within a geologic environment dominated by igneous and metamorphic 

rocks that constitute a regional basement at or near the surface; or by 

intense recent tectonic activity, particularly where characterized by 

pervasive fracturing or brecciation. In such areas, source rocks either do 

not exist or have been strongly altered, with concommitant loss of most of 

the conraised volatiles and, in some cases, the alteration of remnant carbon 

to graphite. Similarly, traps or reservoir rocks either have not developed 

or have been altered or destroyed by intense !gneous, metamorphic, and tec- 

tonic events* Consequently, in most of these present-day geologic environ- 

ments any existing concentrates of oil and gas would have been vaporized 

t, or lost to the hydrosphere or atmosphere upon a loss of 

confining peseure during fracturing and brecciation. 

Favorability 2 (f2) 

The geologic environment of an area rated at the “f2” level for oil and gas 

is considered to have a potential only for small, widely scattered oi.1 and 

gas pools. The size of recoverable hydrocarbon accumulations in such an 
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environment would be anticipated to be less than 10 million barrels of oil 

or, if gas, no more than 60 billion cubic feet. The cumulative thickness of 

sedimentary rocks in the “f2” geologic environment will generally be less 

than a few thousand feet thick. Such a relatively thin stratigraphic se- 

quence generally limits the volume of both favorable source and reservoir 

rocks; hence the expected small size and low frequency of oil and gas pool. 

Moreover, any medium-size or larger accumulations that may have existed in 

earlier favorable environments in the area have since been destroyed or 

reduced in size by recent tectonic events and/or fresh water flushing. 

Favorability 3 (f3) 

Lands considered favorable for oil and gas at the "f3" level are within an 

environment that may contain either densely-spaced small pools, or 

scattered, moderately-large pools. Recoverable fluid hydrocarbons are 

anticipated to be between 10 and 50 million barrels of oil, or between 60 

and 300 billion cubic feet of gas. The geologic environment deemed likely 

to host such intermediate quantities of oil and gas would generally contain 

a sedimentary sequence less than 5,000 feet thick. This rock sequence must 

be heterogeneous in composition and contain at least one organically-rich 

marine formation to provide a hydrocarbon source. Moreover, the geologic 

history of the area must be such that the presence of stratigraphic and 

structural traps can be reasonably inferred. Finally, evidence of possible 

fresh-water flushing of potential reservoir rocks must be minimal. 
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Favorability 4 (f4) 

Lands designated "f4" must be within a geologic environment that is favor- 

able for large accumulations of oil and gas. Recoverable fluid hydrocarbons 

in such an environment are anticipated to be more than 50 million barrels of 

oil, or if gas, more than 300 billion cubic feet. The geologic environment 

must include a heterogeneous sequence of sedimentary rocks with a thickness 

generally well over 5,000 feet. Organically-rich marine source rocks should 

be relatively abundant. Numerous reservoir rocks and stratigraphic and 

structural traps must be confidently inferred to exist in the area based on 

its geologic history. Multiple oiland gas-reservoirs stacked in vertical 

succession should be reasonably inferred to occur in this geologic 

environment. Recent tectonism must be at a minimum, if present at all. 

There should be no evidence of possible fresh-water flushing of potential 

reservoir rocks. 

CERTAINTY SYSTEM 

The degree of certainty of oil and gas occurrence is based on the proximity 

of direct evidence that either supports or refutes the existence of the 

resource in the immediate environment of the area. Direct evidence includes 

the following: (1) surface oil and gas seeps caused by leakage from frac- 

tured reservoirs; (2) tar sands or oil-impregnated sandstone deposits (oil 

shales are nonmatured or only partly matured source rocks and are treated as 

a separate resource); (3) results from exploration and development (in- 

cludes wildcat, deeper-and shallower-pool tests, outpost or extension tests, 
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and development wells); and (4) analytical data such as composition and 

specific gravity that offer proof of fluid-hydrocarbon presence. 

Geophysical data, chiefly seismic, are often mistakenly assumed to provide 

“proof l ’ , or at least a high degree of certainty, that oil and gas resources 

actually occur in an area. However, geophysical data are no more than tools 

used to interpret the stratigraphy and structure of a region, as a means of 

determining its degree of “geologic favorability” for oil and gas. As such, 

geophysical data will be used as a measure of favorability--not certainty. 

Data on well yield and on oil and gas quality are considered economic 

information and are used along with other data to estimate the contribution 

that oil and gas will make to the Overall-Importance Rating of the area. 

Such data include: flow or pumping rates for wells; specific-gravity 

determinations; chemical analyses for sulfur, nitrogen, and the amounts of 

various metal and mineral contaminants (in the case of crude oil); and 

hydrogen, sulfide, nitrogen, carbon dioxide, helium analyses (in the case of 

raw gas). 

Certainty Factor 1 (cl) 

In the lowest level of certainty for oil and gas, “cl”, no direct data are 

available to support or refute the occurrence of petroleum within the area, 

regardless of the level of geologic favorability. No wells have been 

drilled in or near the area, nor are any oil or gas seeps, tar sands, or 

oil-impregnated sandstone deposits known in the vicinity. Positive evidence 

of resource occurrence is far removed from the area, or is on a trend 



considered unrelated to the-geology of the area. Accordingly, the area will 

not be within an “established” or .generally accepted “potential” 

petroliferous province. 

Certainty Factor 2 (~2) 
. 

A lower-intermediate level of certainty, “c2”, for oil and gas again implies 

that no direct data (seeps, exploratory wells, or producing wells) occur 

within or very near the area being evaluated. However, positive occurrence 

data must be available from the vicinity of the area; thus the area will 

. probably be within a petroliferous province (basin) with at least one 

producing or formerly commercial oil and/or gas field. Seeps, shows, or 

productive wells that are present at some distance along a known productive 

trend are considered as stronger evidence for certainty than closer-in 

occurrences known to be off-trend. Thus, oil and gas shows as much as sev- 

eral miles away on-trend are better indications of certainty than those less 

than a mile distant but off-trend. Positive-occurrence data on parallel 

similar-type trends, although at some distance, are considered evidence for 

at least a “~2” certainty. 

Certainty Factor 3 (~3) 

The “~3”) or higher-intermediate, degree of certainty for oil or gas re- 

quires the recognition of at least one seep, a show in an exploratory well, 

or a producing well from within or very near the area being evaluated. 

Moreover, the area will likely be within an established petroleum-producing 

province. If several wells have been drilled in or near the area, at least 
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one must have a strong show. A “~3” rating can also be used if the ratih8-- 

team consensus deems that the extrapolation of nearby positive-dfrect data 

is stronger than for a “~2” certainty. (If a number of wells from within or 

near the area have been drilled and all were dry, a “~3” or “~4” certainty 

rating would be applied in conjunction with a low favorability.) 

Certainty Factor 4 (~4) 

The highest level of oil and gas certainty, “c4”, is used only when the area 

being evaluated lies within a well-known, productive petroliferw pts- 

vince. Abundant and direct evi.dence such as seeps, shows, or preduci~ 

wells occur within or immediately adjacent to the area. (By definition, 

when a “~4” certainty is used with an “fl” favorability, the dual rating 

indicates with a high-degree of certainty that commercial quantities of oil 

and gas do not occur in or near the area.) 
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LEGEND 

L l Livestock Use Level 
LA = Livestock Average Use 
LP = Livestock Active Preference 
NH = kdild Horse Use Level 

(a)The use level AUMs column includes decreases/increases from minerals and from active preference 
to average use (see Appendix 15). 

(b)Wild horse use is summarized with Hill Creek herd in Hill Creek locality. 
(c)Allotment is managed by Colorado through cooperative agreement. 
(d)Since licensed use has been complete nonuse, allowable use would be 50% of active preference. 

Current Management Resource Protection Commodity Production Balanced Use 
Use(a) Use(a) Use(a) Use(a) 

Allotment Name Level Level Level Level 
Allotment Num. AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions 

$$BLUE MOUNTAIN 
'=LOCALITY 

Blue Mountain 
AMP 
5825 

LA 449 Continue AMP and 
grazing system. 
Note: 157 AUMs 
would continue on 
a temporary non- 
renewable (TNR) 
basis. 

LP 292 

L 325 Reduce TNR* by 124 L 432 
AUMs as follows: AUMs. 
reduce spring grazing 
by 49 AUMs to improve 
ecological condition 
and reduce competition 
with wildlife by 75 
AUMs. Adjust AMP and 
grazing system to re- 
flect change in spring 
use. Develop 2 
reservoirs. 

Keduce TNR by 17 L $Q Reduce TNR by 124 AUMs. 
Revise AMP Continue AMP and grazing 
and grazing system. Burn or use 
system. Control chemical treatment on 
burn or use 550 acres. Develop 2 
chemical treatment reservoirs. 
on 1.100 acres. 
Develop 2 reservoirs. 

Cub Creek LA 54 Season long use. L 44 Reduce competition with L 64 Season long use. L 54 Season long use.. 
5823 LP 55 wildlife by 9 AUMs. 

DOC'S Valley 
5821 

LA 1,219 Season long use. 

LP 1,219 

L 812 Reduce spring grazing L 1,661 Develop grazing system L 1,219 Develop grazing system 
by 203 AUMs to improve and AMP. Control burn and AMP. Burn or treat 
ecological condition. or treat chemically chemically 2,700 acres. 
Reduce competition with 5,400 acres. 
wildlife by 204 AUMs. 

*Temporary nonrenewable 



Current Management Resource Protection Commodity Production Balanced Use 

Use(a) Use(a) Use(a) Use(a) 

Allotment Name Level Level Level Level 

Allotment Nun. AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions AUMs t4anagement Actions AUMs Management Actions 

Green River 
5820 

Point of Pines 
5822 

s 

Stunt2 Valley 
5824 

LA 9,304 Season 'long use. 

LP 1,408 

L 288 Decrease spring grazing L 1,455 Season long use. L m Season long use. 
by 537 AUMs to improve Develop 1 spring. Develop 1 spring. 
ecological condition. 
Decrease competition 
with wildlife by 218 
AUHs. Restrict 
livestock use on 
floodplains and 
riparian habitat by 
150 AUMs. Develop 1 
spring. 

LA 1,454 Season long use. 

LP 1,458 

L 1,169 Reduce spring grazing L 1,458 Develop grazing system L 1.458 Develop grazing system 
by 143 AUMs to improve and AMP. Control burn and AMP. Burn or 
ecological condition. or chemically treat chemically treat 2,250 
Reduce competition with 2,925 acres. Develop acres. Develop 1 
wildlife by 138 AUMs. 1 reservoir, develop reservoir. Build 1 
Develop 1 reservoir, 1 mile of pipeline. mile pipeline. 
build 1 mile of 
pipeline. 

LA 1,355 Season long use. 

LP 1,355 

L 1,087 Reduce sprjng grazing L 1,355 Develop grazing system L 1,355 Develop grazing system 
by 136 AUMs to improve and AMP. Control burn and AMP. Burn or 
ecological condition. or treat chemically chemically treat 1,660 
Reduce competition with 2,200 acres. acres. Develop 2 
wildlife by 132 AUMs. reservoirs. 
Develop 1 reservoir. 



Current Management Resource Protection Cnmnodity Production Balanced U;e 

Use(a) Use(a) Use(a) Use(a) 

Allotment Name Level Level Level Level 

Allotment Num. AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions 

LOCALITY 
SUMMARY 

LA 5,835 One grazing system L 3,725 Adjust grazing to 
and AMP. Five average use by de- 
allotments with season creasing 109 AUMs. 
long use. Reduce spring grazing 

by 1,068 AUMs on 5 
allotments to improve 
ecological condition. 
Reduce competition 
with wildlife by 776 
AUMs. Restrict 
livestock use on 
floodplains and 
riparian habitat by 
150 AUMs. Develop 
4 reservoirs. Devel- 
op 1 spring. Build 
1 mile of pipeline. 
Adjust 1 AMP and 
grazing system to 
reflect change in 

L 6,425 Revise 1 AMP and 
grazing system. 
Develop 3 AMPS and 
3 grazing systems. 
Two allotments with 
season long use. 
Control burn or 
treat chemically 
11,625 acres. 
Develop 3 reservoirs. 
Develop 1 spring. 
Build 1 mile pipeline. 

Continue Y AMP and 
grazing system. 
Develop 3 new AMPS and 
grazing systems. 
Two allotments with 
season long use. 
Control burn or treat 
chemically 7,160 acres. 
Oevelop 5 reservoirs. 
Develop 1 spring. 
Build 1 mile pipeline. 

BONANZA-RAINBOW 
LOCALITY 

Antelope Draw 
5854 

LA 3,194 Season long use. L 2,586 Reduce spring grazing L 5,800 Develop 4 reservoirs. L &J& Develop 4 reservoirs. 
by 581 AUMs to improve Develop AMP and Develop AMP and grazing 
ecological condition. grazing system. system. 

LP 5,800 Develop 4 reservoirs. 
WH 420 Present management. VH 540 Maximize wild horse WH 0 Eliminate wild horse WH 0 Eliminate wild horse 



Current Management Resource Protection Conznodity Production 8aJanced Use 

Use(a) Use(a) Use(a) Use(a) 

Allotment Name Level Level Level Level 

AlJotment Num. AU% Management Actions AUMs Manaqement Actions AUMs Management Actions AUMS Management Actions 

Asphalt Draw 
AMP 
8817 

Badlands 
5848 

Baeser Wash 
5832 

w 
m 
0 

Bohemian 
Bottoms 
5840 

Bonanza 
5842 

Brewer 
8831 

Cockleburr 
5833 

LA 2,662 ConElinue AMP and 
grazing system. 

LP 4,343 

L 2.0511 DeveJop 5 reservoirs. L 4,483 DeveJop 15 reservoirs. L m Develop 17 reservoirs. 
Adjust AMP and grazing Continue AMP and Continue AMP and 
system to reflect grazing system. grazing system. 
change in spring use. 
Reduce sprSng grazing 
by 532 A&Is to improve 
ecological condition. 

LA 741 Spring/falJ use. 

LP 780 

L 409 Develop 1 reservoir. L 780 Develop 3 reservoirs. L /80 Develop 3 reservoirs. 
Reduce spring grazing 
by 328 AUMs to improve 
ecoloqical condition. Spring/fall use. Develop grazing system. 

LA 1,113 Season long use. L 832 Reduce spring grazing L '3,254 Develop A14P and L 1,113 Develop AI4P and grazing 
by 275 AUMs to improve grazing system. system. 

LP 1,254 ecological condition. 

LA 617 Season long use. L 576 Reduce spring grazing L 617 Develop 2 reservoirs. L m Develop 2 reservoirs. 
by 38 AUMs to improve Season long use. Season long use. 

LP 617 ecological condition. 

LA 1,827 Season Jong use. 

LP 1,952 

L 1,462 Reduce spring grazing L 1,952 Develop AMP and L 1,827 Develop AMP and grazing 
oy 355 AUMs to improve grazing system. system. 
ecoJogicaJ condition. 

LA 120 Season long use. L 90 Reduce spring grazing L 122 Season long use. L 120 Season long use. 
by 30 AUMs to improve 

LP 120 ecological condition. 

LA 1,167 Season long use. 

LP 1,746 

L 843 Reduce competition L 1,746 Develop AMP and ' L J&& Develop AMP and grazing 
with wildlife by 59 grazing system. system. 
AUMs. Reduce spring 
grazing by 259 AUMs 
to improve ecological 
condition. 



Current Management Resource Protection Commodity Production BaJanced Use 

Use(a) Use(a) Use(a) Use(a) 

AJJotment Name Level Level LeveJ Level 

Allotment Hum. AUMS Management Actions AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions 

Halfway Hi11 LA 558 Season Jong use. L 462 Reduce spring grazingl L 558 Develop AMP and L a Develop AMP and grazing 

5861 by 93 Wats to improve graz9ng system. system. 

LP 558 ecological condition. 

Hells Hole LA J,5lJ Season Jon9 use. L 1,322 OeveJop 1 spring. L 4.0114 DeveJop 3 reservoirs. L a Develop 3 reservoirs. 

8819 Reduce spring grazing Develop J spring. Develop 9 spring. 
* by 169 AUMs to improve BuiJd 2.5 miles of Season long use. 

ecological condition. fence. Season 
LP 4,014 long use. 

Jensen 
5836 

LA 689 Spring-fall use. L 379 Reduce competition L 696 Develop 1 spring. L a Develop 1 spring. 
with wild'life by 135 Develop grazing Develop grazing system. 
Al.&. Develop 1 system. 
spring. Reduce spring 
grating by 192 AUMs to 
improve ecological 

K Ranch(c) 
5849 

Kane Hollow 
5837 

Little Emma 
5852 

Miners Gulch 
5838 

LP 238 

LA 379 Spring-fall use. L 357 DeveJop 1 reservoir. L 428 Develop J reservoir. L u DeveJop 1 reservoir. 
Reduce spring grazing Develop grazing Develop grazing system. 
by 20 AUMs to improve system. 

LP 428 ecological condition. 

LA 3,536 Season long use. 

LP 4,545 

L 2,733 Develop 3 reservofrs. L 4,545 Develop 5 reservoirs. L 3,536 Develop 5 reservoirs. 
Reduce spring grazing Season long use. Season long use. 
by 707 AUMs to improve 
ecological condition. 

LA 100 Season long use. L 32 Reduce competition L 154 Season long use. L 100 Season long use. 
with wildlife by 17 
AL&. Reduce spring 
grazing by 50 AUMs to 
improve ecological 

LP 154 condition. 



Current Management Resource Protection Commodity Production Balanced Use 

Use(a) Use(a) Use(a) Use(a) 

Allotment Name Level Level Level Level 
9 Allotment Num. AUMs Mana ement Actions AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions 

Olsen AMP 
8816 

Powder Wash 
5857 

Raven Ridge 
5851 

Sand Wash 
8818 

Seven Sisters 
AMP 
5845 

LA 3,344 Continue AfJlP and 
grazing system. 

LP 9,208 

L 2,408 Adjust AMP and L 9,534 Continue AMP and I 4$$JQ Continue AMP and grazing 
grazing system to grazing system. system. 
reflect change in 
spring use. Reduce 
spring grazing by 
809 AUMs to improve 
ecological condition. 

LA 1,905 Season long use. 

LP 2,100 

L 1,473 Reduce competition L 2.100 Develop 3 reservoirs. L 2.100 Develop 3 reservoirs. 
with wildlife by 64 Develop AMP and Develop AMP and grazing 
AIBMs. Develop 1 grazing system. system. 
reservoir. Reduce 
spring grazing by 
358 AUMs to improve 
ecological condition. 

LA 1,038 Season long use. 

LP 1,112 

L 825 Reduce spring grazing L 1,175 Control burn or spray L 1,101 Control burn or spray 
by 208 AUMs to improve 1,000 acres. Season 1,000 acres. Season 
ecological condition. long use. long use. 

LA r,858 Season long use. 

LP 7,025 

L 1,513 Reduce spring grazing L 7,134 Season long use. L 1,858 Season Iong use. 
by 310 AUMs to improve 
ecological condition. 

LA 1,123 Continue AMP and 
grazing system. 

L 1,012 Adjust AMP and grazing L 1,920 Continue AMP and 
system to reflect grazing system. 
change in season of 
use and wild horse 

L 1,123 Continue AMP and grazing 
system. 

LP 1,920 
WH 60 Present management. 

use. Reduce spring 
grazing by 102 ALMS 
to improve ecological 
condition. 

WH 60 Maximize wild horse WH 0 Eliminate wild horse WH 0 Eliminate wild horse 
use. use. use. 



Current Management Resource Protection Carrnodity Production Balanced Use 

Use(a) Use(a) Use(a) Use(a) 

Allotment Name Level Level Level Level 

Allotment Num. AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions ' AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions 

Snake John 
5860 

Spring Hollow 
5862 

Stateline 
5863 

Stirrup AMP 
5847 

8 

Sunday School 
Canyon AMP 
8814 

Walker Hollow 
AMP 
5839 

LA 1,013 Season long use. L 811 Reduce spring grazing L 1,164 Develop AMP and L m Develop AMP and grazing 
by 196 AUMs to improve grazing system. system. 

LP 1,164 ecological condition. 

LA 444 Spring-fall use. L u Develop 1 reservoir. L 444 Develop 3 reservoirs. L 2 Develop 3 reservoirs. 
Reduce spring grazing Spring-fall use. Develop grazing system. 
by u AUMs to improve 

LP 444 ecological condition. 

LA 1,245 Season long use. L 1,057 Keduce spring grazing L 2,516 Season long use. L1.771 Season long use. 
by 175 AUMs to improve 

LP 2,516 ecological condition. 

LA 413 Continue AMP and 
grazing system. 

LP 413 

LA 2,998 Continue AMP and 
grazing system. 

LP 3,777 

L 336 Adjust AMP and L 413 Continue AMP and L $& Evaluate and revise AMP 
grazing to reflect grazing system. and grazing system and 
change in spring use. season of use. 
Reduce spring grazing 
by 75 AUMs to improve 
ecological condition. 

L 2,559 Develop 1 guzzler. L 3,799 Develop 3 guzzlers. L 3.777 Develop 6 guzzlers. 
Adjust AMP and Build l/4 mile of Build l/4 mile of 
grazing system to pipeline. Evaluate pipeline. Evaluate and 
reflect change in and revise AMP and revise AMP and grazing 
spring use. Reduce grazing system to system to account for 
spring grazing by account for additional additional waters. 
427 AUMs to improve waters. 
ecological condition. 

LA 735 Continue AMP and L 731 Develop 1 spring. L 767 Uevelop 2 reservoirs. L u Develop 2 reservoirs. 
grazing system. Build l/2 miles of Develop 1 spring. Develop 1 spring. 

fence. Continue AMP Build l/2 mile fence. Build l/2 mile fence. 
and grazing system. Revise AMP and grazing Revise AMP and grazing 

system to account for system to account for 
additional water and additional waters and 

LP 767 fence. fence. 



Current Management Resource Protection Comnodity Production Balanced Use 

Use(a) Use(a) Use(a) Use(a) 

Allotment Name Level Level Level Level 

Allotment Num. AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions 

Watson LA 1,258 Season long use. L 1,035 Develop 1 reservoir. L 1,299 Develop 3 reservoirs. L u Develop 3 reservoirs. 

8815 Reduce spring grazing Season long use. Season long use. 
by 210 AUMs to improve 

LP 1,258 ecological condition. 

West Deadman LA 1,095 Season long use. L 889 Reduce spring grazing I. 1,942 Season long use. L m Season long use. 

5841 by 197 AUMs to improve 
LP 1,942 ecological condition. 

White River LA 190 Season long use. L 189 Season long use. L 190 Season long use. L 189 Season long use. 

8829 LP 190 

White River LA 479 Season long use. L 0 Restrict livestock L 480 Season lony use. L $3CJ Season long use. 

Bottoms from entire allotment 
5850 to protect riparian 

w habitat and flood- 
3 LP 480 plains. 



Current Management Resource Protection Commodity Production Balanced Use 

Use(a) Use(a) Use(a) Use(a) 

Allotment Name Level Level Level Level 

Allotment Num. AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions 

LOCALITY 
SUMMARY 

LA 37,352 Continue season long L 29.277 
use on 19 allotments. 
Continue spring-fall 
use on four allotments. 
Continue AMPS and grazing 
systems on 6 allotments. 
One allotment managed 
by Colorado. 

E 

LP 61,323 Present management 
WH 480 on two allotments. WH 600 

Reduction of livestock 
preference to average 
use = 24,209 AUMs 
(this includes 600 
AUMs for wild horse 
use and 1,390 AUMs for 
antelope). Decrease 
255 AGMs for wildlife 
in herd unit 26. 
Decrease u AUMs 
of spring use to 
improve ecological 
condition. Decrease 
479 AUMs to protect 
riparian habitat and 
loo-year floodplains. 
Reduce 509 AUMs from 
mineral impacts to 
livestock. Oevelop 
17 reservoirs and 3 
springs. Build 1 
guzzler and l/2 mile 
of fence. Adjust 5 
AMPS and grazing 
systems to reflect 
the above changes. 
Continue 1 AMP and 
grazing system. One 
allotment managed by 
Colorado. 
Maximize wilu horse 
use on 2 allotments. 

L 62,026 Develop 41 reservoirs. L 45.249 
Develop 3 springs. 
Build 3 miles of 
fence. Build 3 gur- 
zlers. Build l/4 mile 
of pipeline. Control 
burn or chemically 
treat 1,000 acres. 
Develop 7 AMPS and 
grazing systems. 
Develop 2 grazing 
systems. Continue 
4 AMPS and grazing 
systems. Evaluate 
and revise 2 AMPS 
and grazing systems. 
One allotment 
managed by Colorado. 
Continue season long 
use on 11 allotments. 
Continue spring-fall 
use on 4 allotments. 

WH 0 Eliminate wild horse WH 0 Eliminate wild horse use 

Develop 46 reservoirs. 
Develop 3 springs. 
Build 6 guzzlers. Build 
l/2 mile of fence. 
Build l/4 mile of pipe- 
line. Control burn or 
spray 1,000 acres. De- 
velop 7 AMPS. Develop 
11 grazing systems. 
Continue 4 AMPS and 
grazing systems. Evalu- 
ate and revise 2 AMPS 
and grazing systems. 
One allotment managed by 
Colorado. 

use on 2 allotments. on 2 allotments. 



Current Management Resource Protection Commodity Production Balanced Use 

Use(a) Use(a) Use(a) Use(a) 

Allotment Name Level Level Level Level 

Allotment Mum. AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions 

BOOK CLIFFS 
LOCALITY 

Atchee Ridge 
AMP 
8824 

0 
Book Cliff 
Pastures 
8828 

LP 9,447 listed above. 

LA 300 Season long use. L 299 Season long use. L 301 Season long use. L 300 Season long use. 

LP 301 

Davis Canyon(c) LA - 
8823 LP 334 

Horse Point(b) 
AMP 
a825 

LA 1,398 Continue AMP and 
grazing system. 

LP 2,346 
WH 171 Present management. 

use. 

LA 7,074 Continue AMP and 
grazing system. 

L 6,465 Reduce spring grazing L 11,749 
by 590 AUMs. To 
improve ecological 
condition. Develop 
6 springs. Build 2 
guzzlers. Control 
burn 5,300 acres. 
Adjust AMPS and 
grazing system to 
allow for changes 

Develop 10 springs. LU 
Build 7 guzzlers. 
Build 15 miles of 
fence. Control burn 
4,200 acres. Chain 
1,400 acres. Revise 
AMP and grazing 
system to reflect 
additional develop- 
ments. 

Develop 11 springs. 
Build 10 guzzlers. 
Build 15 miles of fence. 
Control burn 5,000 
acres. Revise AMP and 
grazing system to 
reflect additional 
developments. 

L 1,206 Develop 2 reservoirs. L 3,342 Build 3 guzzlers. L 2.346 Build 3 guzzlers. 
Build 2 miles of Develop 3 reservoirs. Develop 3 reservoirs. 
fence. Control burn Build 1 mile of fence. Build 1 mile of fence. 
2,000 acres. Clear Control burn 2,900 Control burn or spray 
cut 300 acres. Adjust acres. Revise AMP 2,000 acres. Revise 
AMP and grazing and grazing system to AMP and grazing system 
system to allow for reflect additional to reflect additional 
changes listed above. developments. developments. 
Reduce spring glazing 
by 231 AUMs to improve 
ecological condition. 

WH 171 Maximize wild horse WH 171 Year long use. WH 171 Maximize wild horse use. 



Current Management Resource Protection 
Use(a) Use(a) 

Cannodity Production 
Use(a) 

Balanced Use 
Use(a) 

Allotment Name Level Level Level Level 

Allotment hum. AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions 

McClelland 
8826 

LA 1,226 Season long use. 

LP 1,399 

L 1,023 Season long use. L 1,399 Season long use. L 1,226 Season long use. 
Reduce spring grazing 
by 196 AUMs to improve 
ecological condition. 

Sweetwater 
AMP 
8822 

LA 5,822 Continue AMP and 
grazing system. 

L 5,226 Restrict livestock use L 8,815 
on 210 acres (18 AUMs) 
of floodplains and 
riparian habitat. 
Restrict livestock 
use on critical wild- 
life habitat by 751 
AUMs. Develop 2 
springs. Build 2 
guzzlers. Develop 2 
reservoirs. Build 6 
miles of fence for 
floodplain and 
riparian habitat 
protection. Build 
2 miles of pipeline. 
Control burn 8,000 
acres. Clear cut 
300 acres. Adjust AMP 
and grazing system to 
allow for changes 

Develop 2 springs. 
Develop 2 reservoirs. 
Build 3 guzzlers. 
Build 2 miles of pipe- 
line. Control burn 
4,500 acres. Clear 
cut 300 acres. Revise 
AMP and grazing system 
to reflect additional 
development. 

L 7.276 Develop 2 springs. 
Develop 2 reservoirs. 
Build 8 guzzlers. Build 
2 miles of pipeline. 
Control burn 2,000 
acres. Clear cut 300 
acres. Revise AMP and 
grazing system to 
reflect additional 
developments. Restrict 
livestock from 210 acres 
(18 AUMs) of floodplains 
and riparian habitat. 

LP 7,276 listed above. 

Westwater Point LA 349 Season long use. L 347 Build 1 guzzler. L 426 Build 1 guzzler. L 349 Build 1 guzzler. 
8833 Reduce spring grazing Season long use. Season long use. 

oy 330 AUMs to improve 

LP 426 ecological condition. 



Current Wanagement Kesource Protection Commodity Production Salanced Use 
Use(a) Use(a) Use(a) Use(a) 

Allotment Name Level Level Level Level 
Allotment Rum. AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions 

Winter Ridge 
AMP 
8827 

LA 1,182 Continue &lP and L 848 Develop 3 reservoirs. L 2,353 Control burn or spray L J.193 Develop 3 reservoirs. 
grazing system. Develop 2 springs. 1,200 acres. Revise Develop 2 springs. 

Control burn JOtI P&lP and grazing Control burn or spray 
acres. Adjust AMP system to reflect 1,200 acres. Revise 
and grazing system to additional develop- AMP and grazing system 
allow for changes merits. to reflect additional 

LP 1,979 listed above. developments. 
WH 108 Present management. WH 0 Eliminate wild horse WH 0 Eliminate wild horse WH 0 Eliminate wild horse 

use. use. use. 



Current Management 
Use(a) 

Resource PrOteCtiOn Carmodity Production 
Use(a) Use(a) 

Balanced Use 
Use(a) 

Allotment Name Level Level Level Level 

Allotment Rum. AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions 

LOCALITY 
SUlcdrlARY 

LA 17,351 Season long use = 3 L 15,412 
allotments. AMPS and 
rotation grazing 
systems = 4 allotments. 
One allotment managed 
by Colorado. 

P 23,174 Present management 
WH 108 on one allotment. WH 0 

Reduce spring grazing L 28,385 
by 1,347 AUMs on 4 
allotments to im- 
prove ecological 
condition. Restrict 
livestock on flood- 
plains and riparian 
habitat by 18 AUMs. 
Restrict livestock 
on critical wild- 
life habitat by 
751 AUMs. Develop 
IO springs. Devel- 
op 7 reservoirs. 
Build 5 guzzlers. 
Juild 2 miles of 
fence for live- 
stock. Build 6 
miles of fence to 
protect riparian 
habitat and flood- 
plains. Build 2 
miles of pipeline. 
Control burn 15,400 
acres. Clear cut 
600 acres. Adjust 
-4 AMPS and grazing 
systems to allow for 
changes listed. 
Eliminate wild horse WH 0 

Develop 12 springs. 
Develop 5 reservoirs. 
Build 14 guzzlers. 
Build 16 miles of 
fence. Build 2 miles 
of pipeline. Control 
burn 11,600 acres. 
Control burn or 
chemically treat 
1,200 acres. Clear 
cut 300 acres. Chain 
1,400 acres. Revise 
4 AMPS and grazing 
systems to reflect 
developments. 
Season long use = 3 
allotments. 6 

L 22.137 Develop 16 springs. 
Develop 8 reservoirs. 
Build 22 guzzlers. 
Build 16 miles of fence. 
Build 2 miles of pipe- 
line. Control burn 
7,000 acres. Control 
burn or chemically 
treat 3,200 acres. 
Clear cut 300 acres. 
Revise 4 AMPS and 
grazing systems to 
reflect developments. 
Season long use on 3 
allotments. 

Eliminate wild horse WH 0 Eliminate wild horse 
use on 1 allotment. use on 1 allotment. use on 1 allotment. 



Current Management Resource Protection 

Use(a) Use(a) 
Commodity Production 

Use(a) 
Balanced Use 

Use(a) 

Allotment Name Level Level Level Level 

Allotment Mum. AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions AUHs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions 

HILL CREEK 
LOCALITY 

Birchell 

Green River 
AMP 
8803 

Hatch-Broome- 
Bartholomew 
8805 

Lower 
Showalter 
(Wild horse 
Bench) 
8811 

Oil Shale 
8813 

LA 85 Season long use. L 0 Restrict livestock L 93 Control burn 100 L 85 Control burn 100 acres. 
from entire allotment acres. Develop AMP Develop AMP and grazing 
to protect riparian and grazing system. system. 
habitat and flood- 

LP 85 plain. 

LA 436 Continue AMP and L 0 Restrict livestock L 437 Continue AMP. L 437 Continue AMP. 

grazing system. from entire allotment Restrict livestock from 
to protect riparian 260 acres to protect 
habitat and flood- loo-year floodplain and 

LP 437 plains. riparian habitat. 

LA 107 Season long use. L 53 Reduce spring grazing L 107 Season long use. L 107 Season long use. 
by 54 AUMs to improve 
watershed and ecolog- 

LP 107 L 53 ical condition. 

LA 50 Season long use. L 43 Season long use. L 1.508 Season long use. L 50 Season long use. 

LP 1,508 
WH 84 Present management. WH 180 Maximize wild horse WH 0 Reduce wild horse use. WH 180 Maximize wild horse use. 

use. 

LA O(d) Season long use. L O(d) Season long use. L 1,098 Build 1 guzzler. L m Build 1 guzzler. 
Season long use. Season long use. 

LP 1,098 
WH 90 Present management. WH 90 Present wild horse WH 0 Reduce wild horse use. WH 180 Maximize wild horse use. 

use. 



. 

Current Management 
Use(a) 

Resource Protection 
Use(a) 

Commodity Production 
Use(a) 

Balanced Use 
Use(a) 

Allotment Name Level Leve 1 Level Levej 

Allotment Num. AU% Management Actions AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions 

Pack Mountain- 
Wild Horse 
8808 

Santio Sibello 
8806 

Tabyago 
8801 

Q 

Thorne-Ute- LA 248 Season long use. L 123 Reduce spring grazing L 248 Season long use. L 247 Season long use. 
Broome by 124 AUMs to improve 
8812 LP 248 ecological condition. 

Upper 
Showalter 
(Mustange) 
8810 

LA 1,328 Season long use. 

LP 1,775 

WH 120 Present management. 

L 1,187 Develop 2 reservoirs. L 1,775 Develop 6 reservoirs. L 'u Develop 6 reservoirs. 
Reduce spring grazing Build I guzzler. Build 1 guzzler. 
by 133 AUMs to improve Season long use. Season long use. 
ecological condition. 

WH 120 Maximize wild horse WH 0 Reduce wild horse use. WH 120 Maximize wild horse use. 
use. 

LA 96 Season long use. 

LP 96 

L 80 Keduce spring grazing L 96 Build 1.5 miles of L 96 Build 1.5 miles of 
by 16 AUMs to improve fence. Season long fence. Season long 
ecological condition. use. use. 

LA 1,997 Season long use. 

LP 2,995 
WH 540 Present management. 

L 1,792 Develop 1 reservoir. L 2,995 Develop 2 reservoirs. L 1,997 Develop 2 reservoi 
Reduce spring grazing Build 2 guzzlers. Build 2 guzzlers. 
by 200 AUMs to improve Control burn 600 Season long use. 
ecological condition. acres. Season long 

use. 
WH 660 Maximize wild horse WH 140 Reduce wild horse use. WH 660 Maximize wild hors 

rs. 

e use. 
use. 

LA 133 Season long use. L 66 Heduce spring grazing L 398 Control burn or spray L 133 Control burn or spray 
by 67 AUMs to improve 1,100 acres. Season 500 acres. Season long 

LP 398 ecological condition. long use. use. 
WH 120 Present management. WH 180 Maximize wild horse WH 117 Reduce wild horse use. WH 180 Maximize wild horse use. 

Ute LA 488 Season long use. L 400 Reduce spring grazing L 1,474 Control burn or spray L 488 Season long use. 
by 81 AUMs to improve 500 acres. Season 

LP 1,464 ecological condition. long use. 
WH 96 Present management. WH 216 Maximize wild horse WH 24 Reduce wild horse use. WH 216 Maximize wild horse use. 

use. 



Allotment Name 
Allotment Num. 

West Tabyago 
A?lP 
8807 

Current Management Resource Protection 

Use(a) Use(a) 
Level Level 

AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions 

Commodity Production 
Use(a) 
Level 
AUMs Management Actions 

Balanced Use 
Use(a) 
Level 
AUMs Management Actions 

LA 1,474 Continue present AMP L 1,308 Reduce spring grazing L 2,420 Control burn 1,500 L 1,474 Evaluate and revise AMP 
and grazing system. by 164 AUMs to improve acres. Evaluate and to account for wild 

ecological condition. revise AMP to account horse use. 
for wild horse use and 

LP 2,420 land treatment. 

WH 660 Present management. WH 720 Maximize wild horse WH 258 Reduce wild horse use. WH 720 Maximize wild horse use. 

LOCALITY 
SUMMARY 

LA 6,442 Continue season long 
use on 10 allotments. 
Continue AMPS and 
grazing systems on 2 
allotments. 

LP 12,631 
WH 1,881 Present management 

for wild horses on 8 
allotments. 

L 5,045 Reduce spring grazing 
by 839 AUMs on 8 
allotments to improve 
ecological condition. 
Restrict livestock 
From 2 allotments to 
protect riparian 
habitat and flood- 
plains. Develop 3 
reservoirs. . 

WH 2,340 Wild horse use would 
be maximized on 8 
allotments. 

L 12,649 Develop 8 reservoirs. 
Build 4 guzzlers. 
Build 1.5 miles of 
fence. Control burn 

2,200 acres. Control 
burn or chemicalI< 
St-eat 1,600 acres. 
Develop 1 AMP. 
Evaluate and revise 1 
AMP to account for 
wild horse use. 
Continue 1 AMP. 
Continue season long 
use on 9 allotments. 

WH 710 Reduced wild horse use 
on 7 allotments. 
Present use on 1 

L m Develop 8 reservoirs. 
Build 4 guzzlers. 
Build 1.5 miles of 
fence. Control burn or 

600 
acres. Evaluate and 
revise 1 AMP to account 
for wild horse use. 
Develop 1 AMP. 
Continue 1 AMP. 
Continue season long 
use on 9 allotments. 

WH 2,340 Maximize wild horse use 
on 8 allotments. 



Current Management Resource Protection Commodity Production Balanced Use 

Use(a) Use(a) Use(a) Use(a) 

Allotment Name Level Level Level Level 

Allotment Num. AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions AUMs Management Actions 

RESOURCE AKEA LA 66,980 Continue 13 AMPS and L 53.459 Reduce spring grazing 

SUMMARY LP 102,915 grazing systems. Con- on 44 allotments 
tinue present grazing amounting to 10.086 
levels on 41 allotments. AiJMs to improve 

ecological condition. 
Revise 10 AFIPs to 
reflect changes in 
spring grazing. 
Reduce competition 
with wildlife on 10 
allotments resulting 
in 1,031 AUMs in 
herd unit 26. 
Restrict livestock on 

H 14,924 acres amount- 
ing to 1,168 AUMs of 
riparian habitat and 
floodplains. Restrict 
livestock from 14,000 
acres of critical 
wildlife habitat 
amounting to 751 AUMs. 
Develop 14 springs. 
Develop 31 reservoirs. 
Build 6 guzzlers. 
Build 10 miles of 
fence. Build 3 miles 
of pipeline. Control 
ourn 15,400 acres. 
Clear cut 600 acres. 

WH 2,469 Present management for WH 2,337 Maximize wild horse 
wild horses on 11 use on 10 allotments. 
allotments. Eliminate wild horse 

use on 1 allotment. 

. 

L 109,485 Develop 11 AMPS with 2 
additional grazing 
systems. Continue 6 
AMPS and revise 7. 
Continue present 
management on 8 allot- 
ments. Develop 16 
springs. Develop 62 
reservoirs. Build 21 
guzzlers. Build 18 
miles of fence. Build 
4 miles of pipeline. 
Control burn 13,000 
acres. Spray or con- 
trol burn 6,300 acres. 
Chain 1,400 acres. 
Clear cut 300 acres. 

WH 710 Keduce wild- horse use 
on 7 allotments. 
Eliminate wild horse 
use on 3 allotments. 
Continue present wild 
horse use on 1 allot- 
ment. 

L 81.316 Develop 11 AiiPs and 4 
additional grazing 
systems to defer spring 
grazing. Continue 6 
AMPS and grazing 
systems. Revise 7 AMPS 
and grazing systems to 
defer or rest spring 
gr,zing. Continue 
present management on 26 
allotments. Oevelop 20 
springs. Develop 66 
reservoirs. Build 32 
guzzlers. Build 18 
miles of fence. Build 
3 miles of pipeline. 
Control burn 8,050 
acres. Spray or controY 
burn 10,900 acres. 
Clear cut 300 acres. 
Restrict livestock from 
470 acres of riparian 
habitat and floodplain. 

WH 2,340 Maximize.wild horse use 
on 8 al;&ments. 
Eliminate wild horse use 
on 3 allotments. 



Name Location - Size Features Present Status 
Future 
Potential 

BJl.de Out Campground T14S, R23E, Sec. 30 Adjacent to Seep Ridge Ponderosa stand partially 
SW&SE%; Road and about I mile cut around 1960 but suf- 
Size : 40 Acres south of Pine Springs ficLent number of trees 

Canyon turnoff. remain to provide ade- 
Canyon head, ponder- quate shade & screenl.ng. 
osa pine provides 
shade, terrain-rela- 
tively level, no water. 

3 Seep Ridge 
Hunter Camp 

Meadow Rll.dge 

Tl5S, R22E, Sec. 8 
NEtsEt, NhsEtsEt 
Size : 60 Acres 

Located on flat 
ground contiguous to 
the Seep Ridge Road. 
Past use has been 
deer hunters tnat 
camp under macure 
pinyon trees. 

TTSS, R23R, Sec. 21 
SfSEtSw'z, 
Sec. 28 N&NWf; 
She : 60 Acres 

Located at the head 
of a canyon. Vege- 
tated by a stand of 
Douglas fir. No 
dater. Terrain- 
undulating. 

Gas well drilled in 1981 Aesthetl.c val- 
on the northern half of ue of the area 
the camp area. Road has been near- 
buflt through area to ly ruined. 
access other gas wells. Seldom used 
Dusty. Lack of today by hunt- 
privacy. ers. 

Access road to this 
area has been upgraded 
to a gas well service 
road. Road has been 
extended and passes 
thru the center of 
the unit. 

Future poten- 
tial for de- 
velopment is 
low to moder- 
ate. Road 
constructlon 
has removed 
many of the 
key shade 
trees. Feel- 
ing of solbt- 
ude reduced 
by the pres- 
ence of the 
road. 

Easy access 
from Seep 
Ridge Road. 
Presently used 
by hunters for 
camping. 



Name Location - Sfze 

Append3.x 6 (Contfnued) 

Future 
Features Present Status Potent3.al 

Aspen Bolllow Tl6~, B24~, Sec. 3 
EI%SWm$ 
Size: 20 Acres 

Located at ehe head 
of Sou%h Canyon 3.n 
a small grove of 
aspen trees. S3.te 
accommodates only 
one camp3ng unit 
wdthour major dire 
work. Terrain 3.s 
steep. 

3 
Ch3.cken Spring 

South Canyon 
Hunter Camp 

T15k3, R24E, Sec. 34 One of the bes% areas 
NwfSEf, WJEtswt, 3n South Canyon to 
SEtswf camp. Popular area 
Size: 100 Acres for hunters. No 

improvements have 
been made to the 
site. 

TI.~s, R24~, Sec. 28 
E$SEkSW%, W#WtSEt 
Size : 40 Acres 

Located about: one 
md.le down canyon from 
H.&I's admbnistratlve 
camp located in South 
Canyon. A few aspen 
trees are present. 

Mountain Fuel natural gas 
1Pne bu3.k through %he 
southern edge of the 
unit 3.n the late 60's. 

Some aspen trees have 
been kl.lled due %o 
abuse by campers. 
Erosfon a small 
problem as a result 
of sltlt washJ.ng off 
road into the area. 
Area on the west 
s3.de of the road may 
not he suited or needed 
for development. 

Trench about ten feet 
deep eroded 3.n the 
bottom of the canyon 
and d3.vf.des the site 
In two. Can be dusty 
from road rraff3.c. 

Expepsive to 
develop be- 
cause terrain 
3.8 relatl.vely 
steep. ms- 
korI.calBy, 
site is oc- 
cup3.ed duri.ng 
the hunting 
season by one 
party. Future 
potential-mod- 
erate. 

Development 
potent3al mod- 
erately hJ.gh. 
Problems: 
dust from 
South Canyon 
road drifts 
into area, no 
water avad.l- 
able, cattle 
graze th3.s 
area hard in 
the summer. 

Xn the past 
seven years, 
it has no% 
proved to be a 
popular place 
to camp. 
Close %o PR 



Appendix 6 (Continued) 

Name Location - Size Peatures Present Status 
Future 
Potentit.al 

Lower McCook 
Hunter Camp 

TB~S, R24E, Sec. 4 
sleQ%Jt, NE&SEkw%, 
SE$Nw%NWf, 
swWW% 
Size: 70 Acres 

Flat Rock 
Hunter Camp 
(Massey 
Junce3.on) 

Atchee Rjtdge 

W3.nter R3.dge 

T83S, R25E 
Sec. 5 SEfSWt 
Sec. 8 NE$NWt 
S3.ze: 80 Acres 

T113S, ~25E, Sec. 27 
SE&Et 
Size: 40 Acres 

T15S, R22E, Sec. 33 
Naswf 
S3.ze: 40 Acres 

Loca%ed on %op of a 
large fla% ridge on 
Lower WcCook. No 
water. Vegetation 
j.8 pinyon- juniper 
and sagebrush. 

Located on Archee 
R3.dge at Massey 
Junction. Mature 
stand of pinyon- 
jun$.per. 

Located on Atchee 
R3.dge adjacent to 
the road and one 
mile south on the 
Indian Spr3.ng 
R3.dge turnoff. The 
sL%e is situated 
on a ridge top with 
the terrain sloping 
away on three s3des. 
Mature pinyon and 
junipers present. 

In the mid X960's, this 
area was chained. Only 
a few trees on slopl.ng 
kerra3.n remain. 

Area being used as an Has proven 
administrative site by %o be a good 
M.&l and DLv-l.slf.on of adminXstrative 
Willdlf.fe Resources. s3.te. LImited 
Cab3.n was bu3.lt by DWR demand by the 
3.n 9976. BLM maintains pub83.c to camp 
a rrailer at the site. here. 

No site deter3.oratLon 
since the area was 
inventoried in the 
1960's. Hunters still 
camp 3.n the area. 

No other areas 
reserved along 
the Atchee 
road. How- 
ever, there 
are many good 
opportunities 
for dispersed 
camping on the 
many side 
roads. 

Area revj.ewed by the 
Area Manager and drop- 
ped from protect3.ve 
status on 10/2P/81. 

Lack of shade 
& chaining has 
destroyed the 
aesthetic ap- 
peal of the 
site. 



Name Locatf.on - S3.ze 

Appendix 6 (Cont3nued) 

Future 
Features Present Status Potentf.al 

W3llow Canyon 
Bunter Camp 

T16S, R24E, Sec. 4 
NEti& 
Tl5$S, R24E, Sec. 33 
S+SE$SEf 
SJ.ze : 60 Acres 

PR Spr3ng T15S, R23E, Sec. 36 
SEkSE34 
T15S, R24E, Sec. 31 
sw~swt 
S3.ze : 80 Acres 

Located a% the top of 
the Book CP3.ffs Moun- 
talons a% the head of 
Willow Canyon. No 
water present other 
than a stock pond. 
Two-acre stand of 
aspen trees 3.n the 
un3.t. Slopes north 
fac3ng. Terrain 
moderately steep. 

Only recrearlon site 
ava3.lable on publ3c 
land wl.%h a depend- 
able supply of water. 
Site very popular 
for both camp3ng & 
cuh3nary water. 
Remnant of old 
CCC camp still 
present. 

Mounta3.n Puel natural 
gas plpeP3ne bur9ed 
across the southern 
edge of the un3.t. 
Stock pond bu3.It 
3n the mfddle of the 
unit 3.8 heavily used 
by cows. This camp 
3.8 located within 
one m3.le of PR 
Spr3ng. 

Spr3ng redeveloped Jn 
1979. Fence and 
cattle guard 3nstalled 
3.n 1982. 

Li%%le po%en- 
t3.al for fu- 
ture develop- 
ment. Unit 
competes wi.th 
PR Spr3ng and 
Soup. h Canyon 
for campIng 
use. The sol.1 
on the north 
slope 3.8 slow 
to dry. 

Water source 
dependable and 
of excellent 
quality. Good 
access road. 
Good future 
poten%J.al for 
rest area, 
water site & 
p3cnl.c area. 
Lack of 
adequate space 
makes s3te 
less desirable 
for a camp- 
ground. 



Appendix 6 (ContLnued) 

Future 
Name Locatllon - Size Features Present Status Potential 

Book Cliffs R3.m 
Hunter Camp 

Lee Canyon 
Hunter Camp 

T16S, R25E, Sec. 5 Located on a hjtgh 
sw+im&Nwt, Nwksw~f ridge top overlookl.ng 
Sec. 6 S$NEkNEf, the Book Cliffs to 
N&SEki'JE+, %he south and north. 
Size: 60 Acres No water available. 

Douglas fir over- 
s%ory w3th mounta3.n 
mahogany and grasses 
underneath. Con-' 
%J.guous to Book 
Cliffs d3vide road. 

T15S, R26E 
Sec. 18 Lot No. 4 
Sec. 19 Lot No. 1 
Size : 105 Acres 

Located at the bottom 
of a small deep can- 
yon, Lee Canyon. 

SprJng, Aspen 
5 Chicken 
Spring Camp 
Areas. 

Trampljlng of vegetatlon Trees pro- 
& sol.1 compaction has vlde good 
caused s3.te deteriorarion. shade. Site 
Tree roots exposed. Has can be very 
rece3.ved heavy use Pn past dusty from 
years but recently due 
to increased traff3.c & 
dust, it has lost some 
popularicy. 

road- traff3.c. 
Room for 
development of 
add3tional 
sites limjl.%ed. 
Moderately 
high future 
po%enti.al. 

BLM developed the spring 
in IL981 for livestock 
use. Small aspen grove. 
Seldom used by campers. 
Road has been eroded 
away. Conflicts with 
cat%le grazing and 
preservarlon of good 
wildlffe habitat. 

Site 3.8 some- 
what isolated 
and not known 
by most hunt- 
ers. Low 
future poten- 
rial. 



Append3.x 6 (Contjnued) 

Name Locat3on - S3.ze Peatures Present Sratus 
Future 
Potent3al 

Po3.nt of P3nes 
Hunter Camp 

T5S, R25E, Sec. 22 
swmf 
S3.ze : 40 Acres 

Scarcered ponderosa Fores% fire burned to Site dupHca- 
p3.ne. Terra3.n the edge of %he $3 te 3n tes Po3.nt of 
relatively flat. 1974. Access or con- Pines Over- 
No water avatlable. d3tlons of the s3.te look. Tra- 

has not changed s3nc dl.%jonaUy, 
3.t was or3.ginalfy in- hunters camp 
ventor3.ed. 3n the 

vicinity of 
the small pond 
and not at 
this Site. 



Name Locat:i.on - Size Features Present Status 

Point of Pines 
P3.cnJ.c Site and 
Scenic Overlook 

T~S, B25E, Sec. 20 
ss; 
Size: 320 Acres 

Located on top of 
Blue M0untaf.n near 
the edge of a 2000 
feet cliff. TerraIn 
relatively flat and 
soils sandy. No 
water. Site con- 
tains a small pond 
which dries up j.n 
the summer. Vege- 
tation is ponderosa 
pine, aspen and an 
understory of man- 
zanita. Excellent 
vLew on the eastern 
edge i;‘f the Uintah 
Basin, 

DOC'S Valley 
Picnic Site 
and Scenic 
Overlook 

T4S, R25E, Sec. 30 
S&SE&, SEfSWb; 
Sec. 31 N&NE&, 
NEtNWk 
$3 ze: 240 Acres 

Located on Blue 
Mountain between 
Doe's Valley and 
DanIels Canyon. 
No water available. 
Vegetatfon: Scat- 

tered ponderosa 
pine, pltnyon and 
juniper with sage- 
brush understory. 

Forest fi.re burned & 
killed much of the 
vegetati.on along the 
rim of Blue tiountain. 
However, most of this 
site was spared from 
the fi.re. 

Mainly used by hunt- 
ers and sightseers. 

Portj.on of DOC'S 
Valley sprayed to 
kill the sagebrush 
and enhance the 
growth of grass. 
Deer hunters camp 
in this area. A 
smaXB stock pond 
has been bul.lt on 
the southeast cor- 
ner of the sj.te. 

Future 
Potential 

This sl.te can 
be jmproved 
by adding the 
NW , Sec. 29, 
T5S, R25E. 
High quality 
sl.te wi.th 
future 
potentl[.al. 

The area is 
remote. 
Though the 
area is scenic 
and topograph- 
jcally inter- 
esti.ng, it is 
seldom used by 
pickn4ckers or 
stghtseers. 
Panorama view 
is not 
outstanding 
when compared 
to Point of 
Pjnes. 
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Puture 
Name LocatIon - Si.ze Features Present Status Potent3.al 

Willow Creek Overlook TllS, R2lE, Sec. 19 
SE#$33f4; Sec. 20 
WQWtSWt; Sec. 30 
ESNEgNEii 
Skze: 80 Acres 

Breathtakjng view of Site j-s located approx- 
Willlow Creek drainage, imately & mile nor&n 
Big Pack C Little from the presently used 
Pack Mountajns. overlook area. MFP 

recommendatf.on has been 
approved allowing no 
Incompatible uses or 
improvements on or ad- 
jacent to the overlook. 

If the Se,ep 
Ridge road 
should be up- 
draded to an 
all-weather 
hjghway, this 
site could be- 
come increas- 
j.ngly impor- 
tant to the 
recreational 
experience of 
those 
traveliling the 
area. Th1.s 
overlook 
typl.fl.es the 
little known 
beauty of thj.s 
area to 
sightseers. 

Grand Valley Overlook T15S, R25E, Sec. 26 An exkellent Loop road constructed Excellent 
SEtSWtiWt, Sh%SE+Wt, panoramic view of to Observat:j.on Pojnt. vl ew. VJsl.tor 
NEbNWCSWt, NW%NBfSWk the Grand Valley of No sign marking the use is low 
Size : 40 Acres Colorado lookl.ng turnoff. because of low 

towards Grand volume of road 
Junctl.on. traffic. No 

present 
conflicts with 
other land 
uses. 
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Future 
Name Location - Size Features Present Status Potentjal - 

Musket Shot Sprjng Seven miles east of 1. Parking area plus 
Interpretjve Jensen on Ughway 40. barri.ers for 6 cars. 
Facj.ll.ty T6S, R24E, Sec. 9 2. Four large in- 

swtswl;Nwt terpretLve sjgns 
S3 ze: 10 Acres dealing with DomS.n- 

quez/Escalante ex- 
pedl.t-i.on and geology 
of Blue Mountain. 
Signs located under 
a 8x10 wood rdmada. 
3. Two advance no- 
the signs one mj.le 
prjor to the pull 
off. 
4. Th9.s site was 

. constructed as a 
part of the bicen- 
tennJ.al celebratl.on 
and commemorates a 
segment of the 
Escalante Traj.1 
created by the 
Spanish Missionaries 
Dominquez & Escalante 
IIn September 1776. 

SLte operated sj.nce 1976 
Problems encountered: 
1. No gates to close 
the area durjng the 
winter months. 
2. VandalJ.sm of the 
signs. 
3. Pull through road 
J.s not paved. 
4. People dump trash 
at s3.te. 
5. No sanltat3on 
faclU.tj.es. 
6. Annual majntenance 
regujred - 4 work 
month. 

Potentjal for 
future 
development is 
1OW. 

Benefits of 
the slate: 
1. Convenjent 
pull off from 
a transcontjn- 
entall highway. 
2. RJgh per- 
centage of 
out-of-state - 
users durjng 
tourjst sea- 
son. 
3. Excellent 
dew of the 
face of Blue 
Mountain. 
4. Has h3gh 
future poten- 
tial. 
5. Has hjgh 
value for 
Interpretjve 
djsplays. 
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Name Location - Size 

Spl3.t Mountain - 
Overlook 

T4S, R25E, Sec. 20 
swtiwt 
Size: 40 Acres 

. 

Fantasy Canyon 
Geolog3.c Feature 

T%, R22E, Sec. 12 
E&NW&NW&, NE&W& 
Sl.ze: 60 Acres 

Duck Rock TlOS, R24E, Sec. 12 
NWfSWfSEf 
Size : 10 Acres 

Features Present Status 
Future 
Potentf.al 

Located on Blue 
Mounta3.n, one ui3Ie 
north of Doe's Vab- 
ley . V3.ew into 
Split Hountajn 
Canyon. Poor ac- 
cess v3.a a rocky, 
dirt road. 

No change since the 
area was Pnventoried 
in the 1960's. 

Overlook 3s Xn 
a remote, out- 
of-the-way lo- 
catlon. It 3.s 
seldom visit- 
ed. Better 
views of Split 
Mounta3.n Can- 
yon are ava31- 
able from in- 
side DJ.nosaur 
National 
Monument from 
the Yampa 
Plateau, two 
miles to the . 
west. 

Located adjacent to Not protected agai.nst A un3que area 
Coyote Wash. mineral entry. wJ.th hl.gh 
Contajlns unique Erosion features are development 
geologLcal and very fragile and potential. 
erosional feature. subject to vandaljlsm. 

It is a rock 3.n the Not protected agajnst Adjacent to 
shape of a duck and mineral entry or paved road. 
has become a local other type of develop- Has unI.que 
land mark. ment. shape. Can be 

protected from 
degradation 
and has 
recreation 
potenti.al for 
preservation. 



Prescribed Burns 

The pattern of vegetation modification would be designed to blend into the 
landscape to maintain the natural appearance of the area and minimize 
impacts to the visual resources. 

Soil moisture and the season of the burn would be selected to benefit the 
survival of desired species. 

Fire lines and breaks would be built in conformance with the district fire 
plan. Following treatment, fire lines would be rehabilitated, berms 
smoothed, disturbed areas reseeded, etc. as necessary to conform to the 
original conformation of the site. , 

Burning would be conducted in such a manner as to allow corlvection to vent 
smoke and provide the most complete combustion of material, thus restricting 
air pollution. 

In order to protect known cultural values and threatened, endangered, and 
sensitive plant and animal species, a clearance would be required prior to 
burning. 

The need for buffer zones to protect critical wildlife hab 
coordinated tiith the l9DMR. 

itat would be 

Care will be taken to locate and protect all legal markers 
cadastral, property, and cl aim markers. 

including 

Protection of the watershed would be considered to protect the loss of 
soil. Gully plugging, reseeding, and other watershed preserving practices 
would be applied when warranted. 

Deferment of livestock qrarins for periods of one to three .yeac-;ti9- 
Temporary fencing~~beus~toprotectcertain sites. r-d. 

Chemical Treatment 

Projects would conform to State and Envi,ronnental Protection Agency (EPA) 
pollution standards. Application of chemicals would conform to EPA 
regulations and BLM requirements. 

The patterns of the vegetation modification would be designed to blend into 
the landscape to maintain the natural appearance of the area. 

407 



Appendix 8 (Continued) 

In order to control drift, chemical sprays would be applied only when winds 
are less than 5 miles per hour. 

The need-for and proper dimensions of buffer zones to protect wildlife 
habitat would be jointly agreed upon by the BLM and UDWR. 

Chemically treated vegetation would be left in place, with the exception of 
woodland products, which could be profitably harvested. 

Season of treatment and soil moisture would be selected to give the best 
kill to target species and preserve desired species. 

In order to protect known cultural values, threatened, endangered, and 
sensitive plant and animal species, a clearance would be required prior to 
treatment. 

Visual resources would be considered in the development of the treatment 
area. 

Care would be taken to locate and protect all legal markers including 
cadastral, property, and claim markers. 

Cooperation with the range user would be maintained to protect treated areas 
from grazing following treatment. Deferments in grazing would generally be 
one to three growing seasons. Where grazing systems with rest periods in 
the grazing cycle are being followed, treatments and deferment of use would 
be worked in with the normal rest periods in the grazing cycle. 

Chainings 

The patterns of the vegetation modification would be designed to blend into 
the landscape to maintain the natural appearance of the area. Irregular 
patterns would be implemented to increase the edge effect. 

Areas within 200 feet of well-traveled roads would not be chained, 

Steep drainages (over 30 percent slope) would not be chained. 

The need for and proper dimensions of buffer zones would be jointly agreed 
to by BLM and the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) prior to 
on-the-ground development of projects. Buffer zones would be provided, 
where necessary, to prevent disturbance to ripsrian ecosystem. 

Vegetation would be left in place. Permits would be given for salvage of 
woodland products following treatment. 

Seed from a mixture of plant species adapted to the specific site would be 
used for seeding. The mixture would be a variety of browse, forbs, and 
grass species that are desirable for both livestock and wildlife. 
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Treatment areas would not be grazed by livestock until vegetation becomes 
established. In most cases, two growing seasons of rest wotild be required. 

In order to protect known cultural values, threatened, endangered, and 
sensitive plant and animal species, a clearance would be required prior to 
chaining. 

Care would be taken to locate and protect all legal markers including 
cadastral, property, and claim markers. 

Clear Cuts 

All trees with a stump of over 3 inches would be cut, except for those 
marked for wildlife use. 

Cutting and harvesting areas would be closed when weather conditions would 
result in excessive erosion, soil compaction, and rutting of roads. 

Stump height igould not exceed 12 inches. 

In order to protect known cultural values, threatened, endangered, and 
sensitive plant and animal species , a clearance would be required prior to 
cutting. 

Reservoir 

In order to protect known cultural values, threatened, endangered, and 
sensitive plant and animal species, a clearance would be required prior to 
construction. 

The borrow areas and reservoir dykes would be revegetated. 

BLirl earthwork guidelines and specifications would be followed for the 
construction of small retention dams and reservoirs. 

Seeps-Springs 

A cooperative agreement bettieen l3LM and permittee for construction and 
maintenance Mould be developed where applicable. 

In order to protect known cultural values, threatened, endangered, and ‘( 
sensitive plant and animal species, a clearance would be required prior to 
development. 

The sites would be restored to the original conformation of the site. 
Seeding of adapted species would be used to restore disturbed areas. 

Some water would be left at the original source for wildlife purposes. 

A wildlife escape device tfould be installed in all open Mater troughs 
capable of trapping wildlife. 
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Water troughs and above-ground tanks and facilities would be designed and 
painted to blend with the natural environment. Water tanks would be 
anchored with wooden posts. 

Guzzlers 

The shape and color of guzzlers would blend with the natural environment. 

A wildlife escape ramp would be installed in conjunction with all open water 
troughs capable of trapping wildlife. 

Fencing to restrict livestock and wildlife from the collection and storage 
areas would comply witn SLi4 fence stipulations. 

Fencing 

All fences would be built according to BLM specification. 

Clearing of fence lines prior to construction sqould be litnited to brush 
removal. 

Gates would be installed along the fence at intersections of all official 
access roads or trails; in natural passes, and other strategic places to 
facilitate planned movement of livestock. 

A cooperative agreement between RLM and permittee for construction and 
maintenance of fences would be developed where applicable. 

A clearance for cultural values, and threatened, endangered, and sensitive 
species would be required prior to construction. 

Water Pipelines 

A cooperative agreement between BLN and permittee for construction and 
maintenance would be developed where applicable. 

In order to protect known cultural values, threatened, endangered, and 
sensitive plant and animal species, a clearance would be required prior to 
construction. 

The sites would be restored to the original conformation of the land. 
Seeding of adapted species would be used to restore disturbed areas. 

A wildlife escape device would be installed in all watering troughs capable 
of trapping wildlife. 

Water troughs and above-ground tanks and facilities would be designed and 
painted to blend with the natural environment. Water tanks would be 
anchored with wooden posts. 
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100 y..r Iloodphln 
I_- _ ..-_-._-~--- I_---- .____- ___- --- 

Public w.1.r r.8.r”. 

RECREATION 
__- __- ---.__---- 

Campground8 C 
__--______I -__- 

VRM Char II 
-- __--___- 

VRM Claw Ill 

River Corrldor 

WOODLANDS 

ProductIre we.‘ 

- 
--[p/--- P 

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

Flora 

0 ‘20 ‘30 39 mllec 



LAND OWNERSHIP 
REFER TO FIGURE 2 - 26 

BLM BLM BLM BLM 

scat* s s 

Prhl* 

0 

D 

WATERSHED 

100 y..r tloodphln 

Publle w.1.r r...rv. 

C1ltlc~l/*‘var9 wo8lon .r.. 

FL FL 

CIS C/S C/S 

RECREATION 

Campgrounds 

VRW Class II 

VRY Class Ill 

River Corridor 

V 

___- 

Overlook 

WOODLANDS 

Productive meas 

THREATENEDANDENDANGEREOPPXIES 

‘20 I 
21.6 m&n 



LAND OWNERSHIP 
REFER TO FIGURE 2 - 26 

ELM BLM BLM 

stat* s 

WILDLIFE 

Elk .um”.r r.ng. 

Elk wtntw r.116. 

Elk c&lng ‘rear 

DOW .ummer mng. D 

Deer wtnter r.116. D 

raw IawnIng .r..s 

Saga Grourr Ieks 

Cruclat Ant&pa rang. 

WATERSHED 

100 y..r lloodphln 

Public water r...n. 

Crtticallsev*r~ eroalon area C/S CIS CIS 

River Corrldw 

Oretiook 

RC 

WOODLANDS 

Producthe .r.“. 

TMEATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

Flora F 
I 

0 ‘I ‘* ‘3 J ‘5 ‘0 
I 

0.0 mll** 



UTILIITY COW#WDOFl SEGMENfS 
BALANCED USE ALTERNAIWE - CORRIDOR 5 

LAND OWNERSHIP 
REFER TO FIGURE 2 - 26 

SLY 

st*te / 

-.--- 
BLM ELM BLM 

s S 

WlLDLtFE 
- ___ ~-- 

Elk summer r.nge 
----- .-- _--~ 

Elk wlnter r.nSe 
----- ~-___ ___.- .--~ 

Elk calrlnS are.. 1 

WATERSHED 

100 ye., floodplaln 

Public water r.swve 

RECREATION 

VRM Clas, Ill 

River Corridor 

Overlook 

WOODLANDS 
--- __- --. -__- --~- --__- ____ 

Productive weas 
II 

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

Flora F 

0 ‘5 60 45 0 20.6 miles 

MORWH TO SOUTH 



UTILITY CORRBOOR SEGMENTS 
BALANCED USE ALTEF’UNATWE - CORRlDOR 6 

LAND OWNERSHIP 
REFER TO FIGURE 2 - 26 

BLM 

stete s 8 

Pttvate P 

WILDLIFE 

Elk wlnter r.nge I 

Elk ulrln# we.. 

Dew .ummer rwbge 

Deer wtnter r.ng. 

Deer Iwrn’dng wee. 

Cruelal Aintelopa r.nge I 

RECREATION 

Campgrounds 

VRM Clara II 

VRM Glens Ill 

Rlrsr Covldor 

Overlook 

WOODLANDS 
-~_- -__- ---..---.--~ .--- 

l 

THREATENEDANOENDANGEREDSPECtES 

Flora F F 
-- 

0 ‘2 ‘4 ‘6 



WILBTY CORRsDOR SEGMENTS 
BALANCED USE ALTERNATIVE - CORRIOOR 7 

LAND OWNERSHtP 

BLY 

state 

Prtr*t* 

REFER TO FIGURE 2 - 26 

BLM BLY 

s 

- 

WILDLIFE 

Elk w8nm.r renge 1 

Etk wtntw renae 

Elk catting we., 

Dnr .“mnwr ‘@“go D 

Deer winter r.“ge 0 

Dnr hwnlng we.. 

Sage Grouee kks 

CrucM Antetop# r.“g. 

WATERSHED 

100 ye.’ floodplaIn 

Public water resetve 

FL 

RECREATION 

C~mppround~ 

VRY Class II 

VRM CMr Ill 

V 

Rlrer Corrldor 

Overlook 

WOODLANDS 

Productlve me.. I l 

THREATENED AND ENOANOERED SPECIES 

Fbr’ . ‘, 
F 

4 ‘3 3.8 IMe* 

IMOWTH TO SOUTH 



LAND OWNERSHIP 

BLY 

SW8 

PrlV8h 

WILDLIFE 

Elk ,“lnm.I nn*. 

IElk wblw r.ng. 

Elk cdang .r... 

Dnr auummw ring. 

Dear wl8M.r r.n~O 

0e.r lwnlng .r... 

Baga QIOUI. Ieke 

Crudd Anldo~ rang. 

WATERSHED 

loo y..r noodpl*n 

PUbtIC wa1.r reurv. 

Ctltlcdl- woalOn l rm* 

RECREATION 

Cam~round* 

VRM Class II 

VRY Chn Ill 

Rlwr Conldor 

Ovwloek 

WOODLANDS 

Produftll. w... 

THREATENEDANDENDANGEREDSPEClES 

Flora 

REFER TO FIGURE 2 - 26 

ELM BLM 
I 

BLM 
1 

. D 

I FL 

--I 

V 

- 

I 

I F 
- 

0 ‘2 ‘4 ‘0 ‘8 ‘IO ‘12 ‘14 -T;, 16.5 miles 

BdOlWTH to SOUTH 



LAND OWNERSHIP 

BLY 

SW9 

WILDLIFE 

Elk .unun., rmg. 

Elk wlnl.r r.“g. 

Elk calving a,... 

Deer r”mm.r r.“ge 

Deer wlnler ring. 

Dnr IawnIng me.‘ 

Sage Orour. Iaks 

Crucial Anlolo~a r.nS. 

WATERSHED 

RECREATION 

Cmpgrounds 

VRM Clan. II 

VRM Clam Ill 

Rlwr Corridor 

Ovwlook 

WOODLANDS 

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

Flora 

UTXElTY CORRiDOW SEGMENTS 
BALANCED USE ALTERHATBVE - CORRODOR 9 

REFER TO FIGURE 2 - 26 

BLM BLM 

8 



LAND OWNERSHIP 

ELM 

PrlvBls 

WILDLIFE 

Elk rummer range 

Elk wlnlw r.“g. 

Elk calvlng .re.s 

Deer sumn3.r range 

o**r whl*r rang. 

D,.r lw,nlng .r..s 

Sege Grouse Ieks 

Cruelal Antelope r.“gc 

WATERSHED 

100 y.., Iloodplaln 

Public w.1~ ,.l.rV. 

RECREATION 

Campgrounds 

VRM Clans II 

VRM Clans Ill 

Rlvar Corridor 

Overlook 

WOODLANDS 

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

Flora 

L%XlklTY CORRIDOR SEGUENTS 
BALANCED USE ALXEBNATIVE - CQRRiDOR 10 

REFER TO FIGURE 2 - 26 

----- --- _______-. -__ r--- .I---- . FL 

-~-__-- .- ---. ___-- ~____ 
Cl8 I - -- -__ ___~ _ --- -- __- 

V 

- 

-__-- 2, 
___ __---- ..____ 



LAND OWNERSHIP 

BLM 

state 

Prlvete 

REFER TO FIGURE 2 - 26 

BLM BLM 

S 

WILDLIFE 

Elk .ummer r.“Se 

Elk winter range 

WATERSHED , 
100 yew lloodplsln 

Public waler ,eserve 

Crlllcsllsevere erosIon are* 

-- 

RECREATION 

Rlrer Corridor 

Overlook 

WOODLANDS 

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

Flora 

0 ‘I ‘3 ‘. ‘5 5.5 mll*r 

WEST TO EAST 



LAND OWNERSHIP 

SLY 

WILDLIFE 

Elk wmm.r r.“ge 

Elk wlnler mnge 

Elk calving are,, 

Deer .ummer mnge 

Dew wlnler rmge 

0e*r I~wnlng .r..s 

Sage Orowe Ieks 

Crucial Anlrlope range 

WATERSHED 

RECREATION 

Campgrounds 

VRM Chs II 

VRM c1,rr III 

River Corridor 

Overlook 

WOODLANDS 

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

ELM BLM 

8 S 

I-_ * --I 



LAND OWNERSHIP 
REFER TO FIGURE 2 - 26 

Prlrale P 
_~----. ----I 

WILDLIFE 

Elk summ., r,ng. -1 

Elk wlnlw r.ng. 

Elk ch4ng .re.s I I 

Deer wmmw range I D I I 

Crucial Antslope range 1 A 

WATERSHED 

100 ye., Iloodplaln I 

Public w.ler m..,“. 

RECREATION 

Campground8 I I 

- _ 
VRM Clans Ill 

River Corridor 

Overlook 

WOODLANDS 

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

Flora F F 

0 ‘4 ‘I3 ‘9 10.9 miles 

WOFiTH TO SOUTH 



LAND OWNERSHIP 
REFER TO FIGURE 2 - 26 

WILDLIFE 

Elk summer r.nSc 

t 

__- ___--_ - 

Elk winter r.ng. -i 

WATERSHED 

RECREATION 

Campgrounas 

VRM Class II t-- i 

VRM Clasl III 

Rlvw Corridor 

Overlook 

-__- 

RC 

--I 

WOODLANDS 

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

Flora F I I 

‘0 ‘4 ‘s ‘8 
I 
10 mlh 



REFER TO FIGURE 2 - 26 
LAND OWNERSHIP 

BLM 

WILDLIFE 

Elk .umm., rmg. 

Elk wlnt., mng. 

Elk s.lrlng .,... 

0o.r .umm.r rmg. 

D.., w*lnt.r rmg. 

DoOr l.wnlng .I... 

S.0. Grou.. 1.k. 

C,ucl.l Anhlop. rmg. 

WATERSHED 

100 y.., Iloodpl.ln 

Public w.10, ,.r.nr 

Crltlc.l/..r.r. .,orlon .,.. 

RECREATION 

C.mpg,ound. 

VRM Cl... II 

VRM Cl..* Ill 

Rlrn Cowldor 

Overlook 

WOODLANDS 

Producllve .,... 

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES \ 

Flo,. F 
I 

0 ‘0.5 ‘1 1.8 mll.. 

WEST TO EAST 



LITilLlTY CORR1DOR SEGMENTS 
BALANCED USE ALTE~NATWVE - CORRSDOR 16 

LAND OWNERSHIP 
REFER TO FIQUAE 2 - 28 

BLM SLY BLM ELM BLM 
I 

S1.l. 9 s 

Prlrot. p P P 

WILDLIFE 

Elk .“nwn.r rmg. 

Elk wln1.r r.“S. 

Elk wlrlnS or... I-- --- 

Door .“m”.r r.nS. I D I 

Do., wlntw r.nS. II 

Dnr l.wlnS or... 

Cruclrl Ant.lop. r.“~. 

WATERSHED 

100 y..r floodploln 

Publlc w.l.r r...rv. 

Crltlc.l/r.v.r. .rorlon .r.. CIS c/s CIS c/s ’ c/s 

RECREATION 

Campground. 

VRY Cl... II V 

VRM Cla.. Ill V 

Rlrw Conldor RC 

1 

Ovwlook 1 

WOODLANDS 

Productlr. or... --1 

THREATENEDANDENDANGEREDSPECIES 

Flor. F 
I 

F 
I 

F F 

0 ‘2 ‘4 ‘5 ‘5 ‘10 ‘12 ‘I. I15 ‘15 ‘20 22.5 rnl1.l 

WE§T TO EAST 



(1)Includes 2,875 altered acres by condition (2)Includes 719 altered acres by condition (Blue Mountain) 

(3)Includes 3 altered acres by condition (4)Includes 1,030 altered acres by condition 
(5)Includes 11.552 altered acres by condition (6)Includes 8,135 altered acres by condition 
(7)Includes 1,855 altered acres by condition (8)Includes 15,886 altered acres by condition 
(9)Includes 257 altered acres by condition (JO)Includes 11 altered acres by condition 
(1l)lncludes 173 altered acres by condition (12)Xncludes 186 acres altered by condition (Book Cliffs) 

P = Poor F = Fair G = Good E = Excellent 

Blue Mountain Bonanza-Rainbow Hill Creek Book Cliffs 
Condition Condition Condition Condition 

Zone Eco-site Habitat P F G E P F G E P F G E P F G E 

Azonal 
Azonal 
Azonal 

8 
en Azonal 

Azonal 

Azonal 

Azonal 

Azona? 

Desert 

Desert 

Desert 

Desert 

Badlands 
Rock Outcrop 
Alkali Bottom 

Alkali Flat 

Loamy Bottom(3) 

River-flood Plain 

Wet Salt Streambank 

Wet Fresh Meadow 

Alkali Bench 

Alkali Sand 

Clay (Shadscale) 

Loa 

Greasewood, Alkali 
Sacatan 
Greasewood, Squir- 
reltail 
Big Sagebrush, 
Sasin Wild Rye 
Bluegrass, Wheat- 
grass, Willow 
Squawbush, Sand Bar 
Willow, Inland 
Saltgrass 
Willow, Sedge 

Shadscale, 
Wedgeleaf Nuttal 
Saltbush 
Fourwing Saltbush. 
Indian Ricegrass 
Shadscale, Bottle- 
brush Squirreltail 
Shadscale, Indian 
Ricegrass 

1,778 75,682 
5,040 13,916 

57 

108 12,627 1,783 

18 254 4,341 687 

768 132 

63 310 190 

12,130 12,834 2,317 

2,750 172 

14 12,540 11,418 

203 88 9,427 576 

23,554 
3,789 993 

429 736 14 

3,816 1,041 2,391 

903 63 33 1,407 

15 17 

1,811 3,791 177 

184 

495 450 

2,346 
20,699 

310 

24 

10 



Blue Mountain Bonanza-Rainbow Hill Creek Book Cliffs 
Condition Condition Condition Condition 

Zone Eco-site Habitat P F G E P F G E P F G E P F G E 

Desert Sand 

Desert Sandy Loam 

Desert Shallow Clay 

Desert Shallow Loam 
(Black Sagebrush) 

Desert Shallow Loam 
(Shadscale) 

Desert Shaly Shallow Loam 

Desert Very Steep Shallow 
Loam (Shadscale) 

t 
4 

Semi-Desert Gravelly Loam 
(Wyoming Big 
Sagebrush) 

Semi-Desert Gravelly Sandy Loam 

Semi-Desert Loam (Wyoming Big 
Sagebrusn) 

Semi-Desert Sand 

Semi-Desert Sandy Loam 

Fourwing Saltbush, 
Indian Hicegrass 
Indian Ricegrass. 
Galleta Grass 
Mat Saltbush, 
Galleta Grass 
Black Sagebrush, 
Galleta Grass 
Shadscale, Galleta 
Grass 
Greasebush, Galleta 
Grass 
Shadscale, Galleta 
Grass, Salina Wild 

Rye 

Wyoming Big Sage- 
brush, Galleta 
Grass, Indian Rice- 
grass 
Wyoming Big Sage- 
brush, Indian Rice- 
grass 
Wyoming Big Sage- 
brush, Indian Rice- 
grass 
Fourwing Saltbush, 
Indian Ricegrass 
Fourwing Saltbush, 
Wyoming Big Sage- 
brush, Indian Rice- 
grass, Needle and 

115 

101 

1,671 5,853 40 

693 12,161 5,657 157 

6,239 8,320 6,110 26 2,344 3,536 

25 5,119 9,612 2,525 4,245 1.595 

1,286 8,251 11,017 5,704 15,103 

2,090 2,117 2,514 4,352 1,570 

21 6,023 2,150 

235 113 3,649 11,046 3,901 406 

139 44,392 13,074 1,280 2,770 1,081 58 

282 224 5,588 25,013 12,104 1,116 63 1,343 577 

1,089 1,900 

Thread Grass 119 950 

Semi-Desert Shallow Loam (Wyoming Wyoming Big Sage- 
Big Sagebrush) brush, Blue Bunch 

Wheatgrass, Indian 
Ricegrass 545 23,203 39,405 2,265 936 4,789 60 547 

1,009 19,489 11,481 6,571 167 



Blue Mountain Bonanza-Rainbow Hill Creek Book Cliffs 

Condition Condition Condition Condition 

Zone Eco-site Habitat P F G E P F G E P F G E P F G E 

Semi-Desert 

Semi-Desert 

Semi-Desert 

Semi-Desert 

Upland 

is 
OD Upland 

Upland 

Upland 

Upland 

Upland 

Upland 

Shallow !.oa.m (Black Black Sagebrush, 
Sagebrush) Indian Ricegrass, 

Bluegrama 
Shallow Loam (Utah Utah Juniper, 
Juniper-Pinyon) Pinyon Pine, Black 

Sagebrush, Salina 
Wild Rye 

Silt Loam Winterfat, Indian 
Ricegrass 

Stony Loam Utah Juniper, 
(Utah Juniper-Pinyon) Pinyon Pine, Saline 

Clay 

Loam (Big Sage- 
brush)(4) 
Shallow Loam (Black 
Sagebrush) 

Shallow Loam 
(Pinyon-Utah 
Juniper)(S) 
Silt Loam 

Stony Loam (Pinyon- 
Utah Juniper)(6) 

Stony Loam (Wyoming 

Wild Rye 

Western Wheatgrass, 
Shadscal 
basin ‘sig Sagebrush, 
Indian Ricegrass 
Black Sagebrush, 
Needle and Thread 
Grass, Blue Bunch 
Wheatgrass 
Pinyon Pine, Utah 
Juniper, Salina 
Wild Rye 
Fourwing Saltbush, 
Winterfat, Western 
Wheatgrass 
Pinyon Pine, Utah 
Juniper, Black 
Sagebrush, Western 
Wheatgrass 
Wyoming Big Sage- 

Big Sagebrush-Antelope brush, Antelope 
Bitterbrusb)(7! Bitterbrush, Needle 

and Thread Grass 

234 18,887 8,088 3,856 22,547 1,678 99 98 

2,613 2,659 15,608 65,911 501 2,082 102 174 2,070 

58 1,575 2,589 3,343 

2,153 177 

37 24 1,308 479 

127 

1,696 1,448 

1,911 1,174 674 266 23,243 15,073 

1,345 11 

9,627 6,251 408 

147 2,926 9 1,292 320 

2,927 6,910 5,582 340 4,668 149 9,005 58,711 1,334 

2,693 1,273 1,298 

312 1,935 459 2,585 2,688 



Blue Mountain Bonanza-Hainbow Hill Creek Book Cliffs 
Condition Condition Condition Condition 

Zone Eco-site Habitat P f G E P F G E P F G E P F G E 

Upland 

Mountain 

Mountain 

Mountain 

Mountain 

5 

Mountain 

Mountain 

Mountain 

High Mtn 

High Mtn 

High Mtn 

Very Steep Shallow 
Loam (Pinyon-Utah 
Juniper)(B) 

Loam( 1) 

Stony Loam(2)(12) 

Very Steep Stony 
Loam (Browse)(g) 

Loamy Bottom 

Stony Loam 
(Browse) 

Stony Loam 
(Douglas fir)(lO) 

Very Steep Stony 

Pinyon Pine, Utah 
Juniper, Birchleaf 
Mountain Mahogany, 
Salina Wild Rye 46 I, 549 2,485 9,114 16,092 

Mountain Big Sage- 
brush, Western 
Wheatgrass 1.453 10,761 547 
Antelope Bitter- 
brush, Mountain Big 
Sagebrush, Needle 
and Thread Grass 526 524 2,044 99 
Birchleaf Mountain 
Mahogany, Utah 
Serviceberry 
Mountain Big Sage- 
brush, 'Basin Wild 
Rye, Bluegrass 
Utah Serviceberry, 
Birchleaf Mountain 
Mahogany, Salina 
Wild Rye 
Douglas Fir, Snow- 
oerry, Western 
Wheatgrass 
Douglas Fir, Utah 

573 8,525 

1,241 31 

16 

2,274 13,440 708 

385 4,054 2,273 

3,114 13,572 1,922 

1,178 1,324 1,151 

Loam (Douglas Fir)(ll) Serviceberry, 
Salina Wild Rye 

Loam (Douglas Oouglas Fir. Elk 
Fir) Sedge 
Very Steep Douglas Fir, Snow- 
(Douglas Fir) berry 
Loam (Aspen)- Aspen, Snowberry 
Pyro-Climax Sedge 

LOCALI 'Y SUBTOTALS 645 7,981 27,433 2,094 9,001 257,519 343,940 22,845 3,854 34,324 98,068 3,701 433 64,247 195,895 43,483 

73 818 11,727 12,307 19,014 

1,059 4 

1,666 1,218 

3 61 2,666 1,617 



Ecological Active Average 

Condition Numbers and Class of Pref. Use 

Acres (Federal Acres) Livestock and Wild Horses Season of Use AUM's (Al&l's) MWC* Permittee 

Avg. 
Badland JFMAMJJASOND Full Acres 

Allotment Name Rock Present Objective A E A P A U U U E C 0 E Pref. Per 

Allotment Num. Fed. State Pvt. Ext. Good Fair Poor Outcrop ClaSS Numbers Numbers NBRRYNLGPTVC AUM's AUM 

BLUE MOUNTAIN LOCALITY 

Blue Mountain 1167 0700 0 935 132 100 0 

AMP 
5825 

5 
o Cub Creek 872 355 0 0 546 0 0 326 

15.9 
5823 

DOC'S Valley 8555 610 2526 592 5986 1657 0 320 

5821 

Green River 19178 871 1044 972 7525 4475 119 6087 
5820 

Point of 5005 762 754 530 2383 1581 426 85 
Pines 
5822 

Cattle 24 
Horses 1 
Cattle 23 
Horses 1 

Cattle 18 

Sheep 626 626 751 751 I Chew 1187 8.2 
Cattle 49 49 294 294 Chew 294 
Horses 7 7 42 42 Chew 42 
Cattle 22 22 132 132 L. Wilkens 138 

Sheep 2292 2552 
Cattle 79 79 
Cattle 50 50 - 
Cattle 25 25 - 

1021 - 
237 - 
100 - 
5D - 

917 M Chew 1201 13.6 
237 Chew 237 
100 E.V. Wilkens 120 
50 L. Wilkens 60 

Cattle 261 262 (b)l308 304 I L.G. Murray 1308 3.4 
Cattle 25 25 150 150 B. Murray 150 

31 
3 

40 

18 55 54 C Rasmussen 124 

(a)142 

(a)l3: 
6 

(a)The Allotment Management Plan allows an additional 70 AUMs to each permittee; that is not shown as active preference. 
(b)Contains 628 Colorado AUM's managed by the Vernal District. 

*Allotment Manaaement Cateoorv M = Maintain X = Improve C = Custodial 

186 
17 

238 
8 

I E.L. Wilkens 

E.V. Wilkens 

212 2.6 
6 

208 
6 

Tt is shown as full preference. 



Appendix 11 (Continued) 
Allotment Statistics 

Ecological Active Average 
Condition Numbers and Class of Pref. Use 

Acres (Federal Acres) Livestock and Wild Horses Season of Use A&IO's (AUM's) MICf Permittee 

Avg. 
Badland JFMAMJJASOND Full Acres 

Allotment Name Rock Present Objective A E A P A U U IJ E C 0 E Pref. Per 
Allotment Num. Fed. State Pvt. Ext. Good Fair Poor Outcrop Class Numbers Numbers NBRRYNLGPTVC AUM's AUM 

Stunt2 Valley 3375 787 634 0 3239 136 
5824 

Subtotals 38152 3385 5658 2094 20614 7981 

BONANZA-RAINBOW LOCALITY 

5 
-L Antelope 70581 7928 40 3970 19466 28818 

Draw 
5854 

Asphalt Draw 38559 5184 1404 1980 21596 13267 
AMP 
8817 

Badlands 12970 2292 0 40 4471 3580 

5848 

Baeser Wash 14887 1974 563 0 3558 8905 
5832 

Bohemian 9334 1130 600 0 3104 4213 
Bottoms 
5840 

Bonanza 22928 3275 491 0 2144 14880 
5B42 

0 0 

645 6818 

0 18327 

0 1716 

0 4879 

130 2294 

88 1929 

693 5211 

Cattle 271 

Lvstck 
W.Horses 

Sheep 2904 
W.Horses 35 

Sheep 2662 

Cattle 247 

Sheep 918 
Cattle 8 

Cattle 75 
Cattle 8 

Sheep 1952 

271 (c)1355 1355 1 M. Snow 1355 2.5 

5787 5835 6648 
0 0 0 

5273 5800 - 
45 

4343 4343 - 

260 780 - - 

1035 - 
8 - 

1242 1101 I Chew 1506 11.9 
12 12 Holmes 16 

75 605 - - 
8 12 - 

1625 1952 - - 

3194 
420 

I Preece 7047 12.2 
540 

2662 I H. Seely 5390 8.9 

741 X L.G. Murray 780 16.6 

605 M 5. Young 961 15.1 
12 Holmes 16 

1827 I Jones 2723 11.7 

(C)This allotment contains 570 Colorado AUM's managed by the Vernal District. 



Appendix 11 (Continued) 
Allotment Statistics 

Ecological Active Average 

Condition Numbers and Class of Pref. Use 

Acres (Federal Acres) Livestock and Wild Horses Season of Use AUM's (AUM'S) MIC* Permittee 

Avg. 
Badland JFMAMJJASOND Full Acres 

Allotment Name Rock Present Objective A E A P A U U U E C 0 E Pref. Per 

Allotment Num. Fed. State Pvt. Ext. Good Fair Poor Outcrop Class Numbers Numoers NBRRYNLGPTVC AUM's AUM 

Brewer 
8831 

2846 

Cockleburr !8527 
5833 

Halfway Hill 7715 

3 

5861 

Hells Hole 25930 
8819 

Jensen 
5836 

6248 

K Ranch 
5849 

4473 

Kane Hollow 7416 
5837 

Little Emma 49467 
5852 

0 3 0 1394 1154 0 

2077 753 0 10607 3385 1639 

1145 104 9 2633 3949 232 

1241 5861 209 12298 8177 0 

640 2576 0 41u 4516 612 

177 3640 2 3665 725 77 

308 1087 4708 997 1586 74 

7351 2603 249 25377 17124 24 

298 Cattle 

2896 Sheep 

892 Sheep 

5246 Sheep 

710 Sheep 257 257 
Cattle 4 4 
Cattle 3 3 
Cattle 125 127 
Cattle 75 75 

4 

51 

6693 

Cattle 

Sheep 109 
Cattle 178 

Sheep 

30 

1297 

465 

1678 

3536 

30 

1380 

465 

4460 

17Y 
178 

4545 

120 120 - 

1746 1167 - 

558 558 - 

- (d)4014 (e)1511 

231 
4 - 
6 - 

380 - - 
75 - 

(f)238 

_ 4545 

(d)lhis includes 500 AUM's in Colorado managed by the Vernal District. 
(e)Oata includes only 1 year since the merger of the Rabbit Mountain-Wagon Hound and Hells Hole Allotments. 
(f)Managed by Colorado 

230 I Chew 260 9.1 
4 Chew 4 
6 E.V. Wilkens 6 

374 J. Hacking 429 
75 Dudley 75 

K Ranch 418 18.8 

112 I Chew 204 17.3 
267 J. Hackiryl 338 

3536 M 3. Seely 6135 10.9 

C S&H Ranches 

I Chew 

I R. Siddoway 

M Nick Theos 

200 23.7 

1842 14.9 

773 13.8 

4488 6.5 



Appendix 11 (Continued) 
Allotment Statistics 

Ecological Active Average 
Condition Numbers ana Class of Pref. Use 

Acres (Federal Acres) Livestock and Wild Horses Season of Use AUM's (AUM'S) MIC* Permittee 

Avg. 
Badland JFMAMJJASOND Full Acres 

Allotment Name Rock Present Objective A E A P A U U U E C 0 E Pref. Per 
Allotment Num. Fed. State Pvt. Ext. Good Fair Poor Outcrop Class Numbers Numbers NBRRYNLGPTVC AUM's AUM 

Miners Gulch 4556 106 0 0 591 3314 0 651 Cattle 100 
5838 Cattle 0 

Cattle 0 

Olsen AMP 103214 18430 13235 731 49799 38480 0 14204 Sheep 3040 

8816 

5 
*Powder Wash 22691 3504 666 0 9665 9580 2341 1105 Sheep 1586 

5857 

Raven Ridge 8963 1232 751 0 685 5827 1400 1051 Sheep 1038 

5851 

Sandwash 54302 19306 6 0 28947 20697 312 4346 Sheep 1548 

8818 

Seven 15760 2777 0 2317 7315 4521 0 1607 Sheep 1021 

Sisters AMP W.Horses 5 
5845 

Snake John 9275 1262 142 0 712 7124 1377 62 Sheep 844 

5860 

Spring Hollow 4822 600 269 268 1372 2133 0 1049 Cattle 148 

5862 

(h)Stateline 29740 3067 8934 1521 4300 21287 0 2632 Sheep 1245 

5863 

(g)Contains 122 Colorado AUM's managed by the Vernal District. 
fh)This allotment contains 425 Colorado AUM's managed by the Vernal District. 

102 
4 
4 

8371 

1750 

1112 

5850 

1745 
5 

970 

148 

2516 

102 - 
26 
26 - 

9208 

2100 - 

J9) 1112 

7025 - 

1920 - 

1164 - 

444 - - 

2516 - 

100 
0 
0 

3344 

C Vincents 129 30.0 
L.G. Murray 35 
Snow 32 

M i)lsen 10633 11.2 

1905 I 3. Siddoway 2307 10.8 

1038 I C&L Livestock 1438 8.1 

1858 M COOK 8443 7.7 ' 

1123 
60 

M Amaya 2033 8.2 
60 

1013 i R. Siddoway 1447 8.0 

444 II M. Snow 444 90.9 

1245 M Woodward 3286 11.8 



Appendix 11 (Continued) 
Allotment Statistics 

Acres 

Ecological 
Condition 

(Federal Acres) 
Numbers and Class of 
Livestock and Wild Horses Season of Use 

Active Average 
Pref. Use 
AUM's (AU#'s) MIC* Permittee 

Avg. 
Badland JFMAMJJASOND Full Acres 

ABlotaent NW Rock Present Objective A E A P A U U U E C 0 E Pref. Per 
Allotment Num. Fed. State Pvt. Ext. Good Fair Poor Outcrop Class Numbers Numbers NDRRYNLGPTVC AUM's AUM 

Stirrup AHP 2652 136 468 0 634 1734 
!ia47 

Sunday 41971 5640 3958 4370 15914 17977 
School 
Canyon AMP 
8814 

5 
P 

Walker Hollow 9759 1127 31 110 2621 3776 
AMP 
St.39 

Watson 7870 1253 13594 2357 3662 1290 
8815 

West Deadman 25330 3992 47 2 13663 5365 
5841 

White River 513 221 1467 0 283 136 
BB29 

(j)White River 
8ottonls 
5850 

0 284 Cattle 15 15 83 83 
Cattle 30 30 165 165 
Cattle 30 30 165 165 

0 3710 Cattle 427 
Cattle 148 

492 
276 - 

- (i)2949 2554 
828 444 

0 3252 Cattle 294 307 - 767 - 735 M Vincents 767 12.7 

0 561 Sheep 

0 6300 Sheep 
Cattle 

1050 1050 1258 
.- 

1258 C Mahleres 1805 6.3 

985 1754 
8 8 

1083 M Chew 2250 13.0 
12 Holmes 16 

0 94 Sheep 475 475 - 

Cattle 87 87 

1930 - 
12 

190 

480 

190 

479 

I E. Young 
E. Merkley 
L. Merkley 

I S&H Kanches 
DeLambert 

113 6.4 
165 
165 

3681 95.9 
942 

C Etchart 190 2.7 

C Pickups 565 - 

(i)751 A&l's on Lower f&Cook is included with Sweetwater AMP. 
(j)Acreage is included in the following winter sheep allotments: Seven Sisters AMP, Little Emma, Stateline, Sandwash. Olsen AMP, Asphalt Draw AMP, Hells 

Hole. 



Appendix 11 (Continued) 
Allotment Statistics 

Ecological Active Average 
Condition Numbers and Class of Pref. Use 

Acres (Federal Acres) Livestock and Wild Horses Season of Use AUM's (AUM'S) MIC* Permittee 

Avg. 
Badland JFMAMJJASOiD Full Acres 

Allotment Name Rock Present Objective A E A P A U U U E C 0 E Pref. Per 
Allotment Num. Fed. State Pvt. Ext. Good Fair Poor Outcrop Class Numbers Numbers NBNRYNLGPTVC AUM's AUM 

Subtotals 633299 63293 251883 
97375 22843 257520 

BOOK CLIFFS LOCALITY 

8999 Lvstck. 30215 53426 (k)61323 37352 (k)74079 
92054 W.Horses 40 50 0 480 

Atchee 110296 12745 19463 21696 65596 12201 
Ridge AMP 

9 
8824 

cn 
Book Cliffs 5166 18833 314 0 4396 693 
Pastures 
8828 

221 10582 Cattle 560 715 (1)8584 6727 I Hill 
Cattle 30 30 135 135 - Gentry 
Cattle 35 121 728 212 Benson 

0 77 Cattle 80 80 301 300 M DeLambert 301 17.2 

(m)Davis 5831 1004 204 79 888 4286 

Canyon 
8823 

0 578 Cattle 334 Gentry 784 17.0 

Horse Point 33133 3452 2611 2019 11259 15640 
AElP 
8825 

0 4215 Cattle 231 608 2346 - (n)1398 I Graham 
W-Horses 25 25 - - (0)138 
W.Horses 5 5 (o)33 

McClelland 15270 42254 1416 2197 10043 2653 
8826 

0 377 Cattle 196 224 1399 1226 C Graham 1399 10.9 

(k)Does not include K Ranch. 
(1)This includes 2442 cattle AlJM's in Colorado managed by the Vernal District. 
(m)This livestock allotment is managed by Colorado. 
(n)Agency Draw Pasture has been in nonuse. Request has been made to change class of livestock from sheep to cattle. 
(o)Wild horses within the Horse Point Allotment are part of the Hill Creek herd and the AUM s are included with the Hill Creek locality. 

600 

10106 12.7 
477 

1166 

3342 14.1 
138 
33 



Appendix 11 (Continued) 
Allotment Statistics 

Ecological Active Average 

Condition Numbers and Class of Pref. Use 
\ 

Acres (Federal Acres) Livestock and Wild-Horses Season of Use AUE;' s (AUM's) MIC* Permittee 

Avg. 
Badland JFMAI~JJASOND Full Acles 

Allotment Name Rock Present Objective A E A P A U U U E C 0 E Yref. Per 

Allotment Num. Fed. State Pvt. Ext. Good Fair Poor Outcrop Class Numbers Numbers NBRRYNLGPTVC AUM's AUM 

Sweetwater 94853 15926 3465 17284 50741 19617 
AMP 
8822 

33 7178 Cattle 728 910 (~)7276 5822 I S&H Ranches 8815 11.8 

Westwater 5595 693 0 66 3542 1433 

Point 
8833 

5 
o, Winter Ridge 33912 7666 679 140 25390 6732 

AMP 
8827 

0 554 Cattle 87 107 426 349 M Graham 426 13.1 

179 1471 Cattle 165 277 
Cattle 15 20 
W.Horses 9 45 

1939 1153 - 
40 29 - 

108 

I DeLambert 
Graham 

2277 17.1 
76 

540 

Subtotals 304056 28152 171855 433 Lvstck. 2127 3092 (q)23174 17351 q28385 
102573 43481 63255 25032 W.Horses 39 75 108 540 

HILL CREEK LOCALITY 

Birchell 1712 0 0 0 0 1492 
8804 

82 138 Cattle 85 85 

97 

54 

85 85 - I S&H Ranches 108 20.1 

Green River 9002 271 159 0 2478 3316 

AMP 
8803 

473 2735 Cattle 97 437 436 I S&H Ranches 554 20.6 

Hatch-Broome- 
Bartholomew 1336 58 585 0 573 370 
8805 

0 393 Cattle 54 107 107 - - C s&H tianches 138 12.5 

(p)Includes 751 AUM's on Lower McCook. 
(q)Does not include Davis Canyon 



Appendix 31 (Continued) 
Allotment Statistics 

Ecological Active Average 
Condition Numbers and Class of Pref. Use 

Acres (Federal Acres) Livestock and Wild Horses Season of Use AuM's (AUM'S) MIC* Permittee 

Avg. 
Badland JFMAMJJASOND Full Acres 

Allotment Name Rock Present Objective A E A P A U U U E C 0 E Pref. Per 

Allotment Num. Fed. State Pvt. Ext. Good Fair Poor Outcrop Class Numbers Numbers NaRRYNLGPTVC AUM's AUM 

Lower Sho- 18496 3432 0 0 5963 7285 0 5248 Cattle 25 
Walter (Wild W.Horses 7 
Horse Bench) 
8811 

754 
15 

1508 - 

Oil Shale 14472 4155 22968 0 1147 5600 0 1725 Sheep 
8813 W.Horses 10 

3 W.Horses 5 

Pack 21457 2298 3 0 13184 1990 1280 5003 Sheep 1328 
Mountain- W-Horses 10 
Wild Horse 
8808 

10 
5 

1098 -- 
- 

1775 
10 

1775 - 

Santio- 
Sibello 
8806 

2249 6 1491 0 1390 178 0 681 Cattle 16 16 96 - 

Tabyago 31631 905 0 3273 17432 6047 406 4473 Sheep 1997 
8801 W.Horses 45 

Thorne-Ute- 3692 928 851 0 3 3010 0 679 Cattle 124 

Broome 
8812 

2995 
55 

2995 - 

124 248 - 

(r)Request has been made to change class of livestock from sheep to cattle. No use has been made in the last 4 years. 

50 M Ute Tribe 1508 12.3 
84 180 

(r)O C S&H Ranches 1098 13.2 
60 60 
30 30 

1328 M Smith 
120 

2100 12.1 
120 

96 C S&H Ranches 210 23.4 

1997 M Uoren 3585 10.6 
540 660 

248 C Ute Tribe 342 14.9 



Appendix 11 (Continued) 
Allotment Statistics 

Ecological Active Average 
Condition Numbers and Class of Pref. Use 

Acres (Federal Acres) Livestock and Wild Horses Season of Use AUM'S (AUM'S) MIC* Permittee 

. 
Avg. 

Badland JFMAMJJASOND Full Acres 

Allotment Name Kock Present Objective A i A P A U U U E C 0 E Pref. Per 

Allotment Num. Fed. State Pvt. Ext. Good Fair Poor Outcrop Class Numbers Numbers NBRdYNLGPTVC AIJM's AUM 

Upper Sho- 6065 0 0 53 4600 230 421 761 

Walter 
(Mustange) 
8810 

Ute 6764 236 653 199 3059 3451 0 55 

8809 
5 
w West Tabyago 23073 1030 31 177 14895 1356 1193 5452 

AMP 
8807 

Subtotals 139949 26741 70724 3855 Lvstck. 5578 9231 12631 6442 14247 
13319 3702 34325 27343 W.Horses 140 188 (t)1710 (t)2366 

Cattle 1.33 398 398 133 M Ute Tribe 398 15.2 
W.Horses 10 15 320 180 

Cattle 81 244 

W.Horses 8 18 

Sheep 1638 
W-Horses 55 

2689 
60 

1464 488 H Ute Tribe - 
96 

2420 M - (s)1474 Squires 
660 

(s)Only 1 year of data rest has been in non-use. 
(t)Includes wildhorse AUMs from Horse Point Allotment. 

Key Areas = Those areas used dominantly for grazing by total class of animal. 
Average Use (AUM's) = The average use for 3 representative years from 1975 to 1982. 
Active Preference (AUM'S) = That part of the preference which is not suspended non-use. 

The active preference can be licensed by the livestock operator. 

Data Sources: 
1. Vernal District Ecological Site, Condition and Site Inventories. 
2. Book Cliffs Resource Area Livestock Permittee Casefiles 
3. Book Cliffs Resource Area Wildhorse Casefiles 
4. Book Cliffs Resource Area Selective Management Categories 

1550 4.6 
216 

2656 9.5 
720 



Appendix 11 (Continued) 
Allotment Statistics 

Acres 

Ecological 
Condition 

(Federal Acres) 
Numbers and Class of 
Livestock and Wild Horses Season of Use 

Active Average 
Pref. Use 
A&i's (AUM's) MIC* Permittee 

Avg. 
Badland JF#AMJJASONlJ Full Acres 

Allotment Name Rock Present Objective A E A P A 11 U U E C 0 E Pref. Per 
Allotment Num. Fed. State Pvt. Ext. Good Fair Poor Outcrop Class Numbers Numbers NBRRYNLGPTVC AUM's AUM 

Sweetwater 94853 15926 3465 17284 50741 19617 
AMP 
8822 

33 7178 Cattle 728 910 (PI 7276 5822 I S&H Ranches 8815 11.8 

Westwater 5595 693 0 66 3542 1433 

Point 
8833 

5 
@Winter Ridge 33912 7666 679 140 25390 6732 

AMP 
8827 

0 554 .Cattle 87 107 426 349 M Graham 426 13.1 

179 1471 Cattle lb5 277 
Cattle 15 20 
W.Horses 9 45 

1939 
40 - 

1153 I DeLambert 2277 
29 Graham 76 

108 540 

17.1 

Subtotals 304056 28152 171855 433 Lvstck. 2127 3092 (q)23174 17351 q28385 
102573 43481 63255 25032 W.Horses 39 75 108 540 

HILL CREEK LOCALITY 

Birchell 1712 0 0 0 0 1492 
8804 

82 138 Cattle 85 85 85 85 - I S&H Ranches 108 20.1 

Green River 9002 271 159 0 2478 3316 
AMP 
8803 

473 2735 Cattle 97 

Hatch-Broome- 
Bartholemew 1336 58 585 0 573 371) 
8805 

0 393 Cattle 54 

97 

54 

437 436 I S&H Ranches 554 20.6 

107 107 - - C S&H Ranches 138 12.5 

(p)Includes 751 AUM's on Lower McCook. 
(q)Does not include Davis Canyon 



illinerals Analysis 

The oil shale related economic impacts are based upon the aggregate 
production and impacts from the Tosco, Magic Circle, Syntana, and Paraho oil 
shale projects, described in the Uintah Basin Synfuels Development EIS 1982; 
and adjusted by the oil shale production estimates for various management 
actions that were developed for this RMP. 

The tar sands related economic impacts were based upon the production and 
impact estimates for tne PR Spring special tar sands area descrised in the 
Utah Combined Hydrocarbon Regional Tar Sands EIS, and adjusted by the 
production estimates resulting from the various management actions that were 
developed for this RMP. 

Each EIS's impact estimates were adjusted using the follotiing ratio: 

Production estimate resulting from a management action 
Production estimate in the EIS 

The resulting population estimates are given in Table 12-l of this Appendix. 

Wildlife/Recreation Analysis 

The number of days associated with hunting and recreational 
BCRA was established by the Vernal District Outdoor Retreat 
conjunction vith the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources. 

permits in the 
ion Planner in 

Expenditure information for recreation visits was calculate d from Outdoor 
(Utan State University 

Forage Analysis 

The Economic Statistics and Cooperative Service (ESCS), U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, collected rancher economic data for the USFS and BLM in 1979. 

The forage and season of use in the Diamond Mountain Resource Area (Di4RA) is 
similar to that of the Book Cliffs Resource Area (KRA) and the two resource 
areas have 6 livestock operators in common. Because of the lack of budgets 
specific to the BCRA, and the similarities of resource and livestock 
operations between the 2 resource areas, the DMRA budgets and linear 
programming results were applied to the BCRA. Althougn operations in the 
BCRA tend to be slightly larger, and tne analysis is one year old, this and 
other dissimilarities rJere not judged to be significant enougn to invalidate 
the analysis. 
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Appendix 12 (Continued) 
Methodology for the Economic and Social Analysis 

Producers asing 3L# forage in the Diamond Mountain Resource Area (&IRA) were 
stratified according to herd size, season of Federal rangeland use, and 
dependency on Federal lands for grazing. Average costs and returns for 
producers in these strata were first based upon U.S. Department of 
Agriculture cost of production survey data for a brodd geographic area 
including the BCRA. 

To reflect local conditions, the survey data were adjusted through local 
producers' panels, extension specialists, lending institutions, and 
universities. The final ranch budgets for the DMRA are shown in Tables 
12-2, 12-3, 12-4, and 12-5 of this Appendix. 

Based upon these ranch budgets, a linear programming model was developed for 
each rancher strata. Models u3ere set up to maximize net income based on a 
series of production parameters and constraints. The amount of grazing on 
public lands enters the model at a constrained level equal to that used by 
each of the typical ranches. The BLM forage constraints were then varied to 
see how the typical profit-maximizing ranches would adjust to these 
changes. Average costs, returns, herd size, and hired labor requirements 
were then computed by rancher strata for 10 through 30 percent increases in 
available public land forage, and 10 through 50 percent decredses in 
available public land forage. The results of tnis modeling are shown in 
Tables 12-6, 12-7, 12-8, and 12-9 of this Appendix. 

aperators in the BCRA were grouped into the same strata used in the linear 
programming models. Each ranch has a unique set of characteristics 
affecting its operation which cannot be fully represented by a ranch model. 
Hodever, the ranch models can be used to estimate the aggregate impacts of 
changing the allocation of public land forage to those ranches in each 
stratum. 

Impacts were estimated assuming that those operations using less than 90 
percent of their full active preference would continue grazing at their 
5-year average licensed use. Therefore, only when a management action 
reduced the level of use below an operator's 5-year-average was a decrease 
in income recorded. This assumption tends to underestimate the rancher 
impacts of each alternative. Increases in forage use were recorded either 
tihen a management action would increase the forage allocated to an operator, 
using 90 percent or more of active preference, or anytime when a range 
improvement would increase available livestock forage. 

The changes in forage availability were evaluated by assuming that the 
changes would be uniform throughout the existing period of use. Changes in 
season of use constrain the periods that operators can use public forage. 
These changes were not evaluated by ESCS or through linear program 
modeling. The proposed changes in season of use most consistently exclude 
grazing during some periods in the spring (March througn Iday). Spring is 
also the period when ranchers have the fewest alternative sources of forage. 
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Appendix 12 (Continued) 
Methodology for the Economic and Social Analysis 

Tne average licensed use that would be excluded during the spring under each 
alternative tias estimated for all operators. This figure rJas ddjusted for 
each alternative according to the herd size change predicted by the linear 
progranming model. To calculate the worst-case impact of these changes, it 
was assumed that this forage loss would be replaced with alfalfa hay 
produced at $60 per ton. It Was further assumed that an animal unit mon,th 
(AUM) of public forage supplied to a typical herd combination during the 
spring would have to be replaced with 730 pounds of alfalfa hay. 

Changes in hired labor requirements were computed using the predicted 
expenditures for hired labor and the average income for farm laborers in 
Uintah County. 

Direct operator income changes :qere calculated using linear programming 
estimated returns above cash cost. Indirect and induced income changes were 
calculated using an input-output model for Uintah-Duchesne Counties. 
Returns above cash cost were not used to measure induced effects, since 
induced impacts are determined by reportable income, which is less than 
returns above cash costs. Reportable income was measured from changes in 
livestock sales and the income-to-sales ratio in the input-output model. 
Indirect and induced effects were, therefore, based on changes in sales that 
would result from each alternative. 

Although BLM does not recognize a capitalized value for grazing preferences, 
the market does recognize such a capitalized value whenever grazing fees are 
lotier than their economic value (Gardner 19C2). Grazing fees represent a 
minimum value for public forage; however, the grazing fee is not determined 
through the market, and it is generally agreed that the fee is lower than 
it's true economic value (USDA, USDI 1977). Although there are numerous 
restrictions preventing the outright sale of permits, those in the livestock 
business sometimes mention grazing permit sales, and although the prices are 
highly variable, they are generally near the $40 to $80/AUM price range. 
Although forage quality, season of use, and added services rendered make 
comparisons between BLM forage and privately leased forage questionable, 
private lease rates still provide one of the best measures of annual value. 
Utah's private lease rate averaged $7.24 per AUM in 1982 (USDA 1983). There 
are a number of other indications that the value of public forage in the 
BCRA is close to $7.24 per AN figure (Gee 1981, USFS- l.980). With an annual 
permit value of $7.24, a 5-year average grazing fee of $1.96 (1979-1983) and 
a discount rate of 7 7/8, economic theory suggests that permit value; would 
be $69 per AUM. 

Social Analysis 

The existing social conditions of communities and groups in the affected 
area was obtained from various published and unpublished sources. The 
attitudes of various groups towards each issue was obtained from the 
resource area specialists. These specialists live in the affected area and 
have worked and dealt 'rJith members of those groups who have major interest 
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Appendix 12 (Continued) 
Methodology for the Economic and Social Analysis 

in the issues. Precise representation of the comWnities 'rlas not possible 
through this information gathering technique; however, major social concerns 
and effects were identified for each issue. 
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Appendix 12, Table 12-l 
Baseline, Interrelated and BLM Kelated Population Growth 

By Alternative 

liesource Protection Comodity Production Balanced Use 
1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 Alternative Alternative \Alternative 

Ease Other Base Other Base Other Base Other 1985 1930 1995 2000 1985 1990 1995 2000 1985 1990 1995 2000 

Duchesne 12,565 17,778 4,965 18,632 9,542 18,684 12,333 18,292 14,910 0 1,181 1,900 1,900 0 2,575 4,135 4,135 0 2,049 3,296 3,296 
Koosevelt CCD 9,714 13,695 4,897 15,057 9,404 15,005 12,190 14,636 14,701 0 3,169 1,881 1,881 0 2,549 4,093 4,094 II 2,U29 3,263 3,263 

Roosevelt 3,842 5,416 3,428 5,995 6,582 5,934 8,533 5,7+9 10,291 0 814 1,311 1,311 0 1,759 2,824 2,825 0 1,414 2,274 2,274 
Myton 500 705 '171 775 329 773 427 754 515 0 35 57 57 0 53 85 85 0 01 99 99 
Unincorp. Area 5,372 7,574 1,298 8,287 2,493 8,298 3,230 8,093 3,895 0 318 513 513 0 737 1,184 1,184 0 554 890 890 

Duchesne & 5 & N 
Duchesne CCD 2,851 4,083 68 3,575 138 3,679 143 3,656 209 0 12 19 19 0 26 42 40 0 20 33 33 

Uintah 20,506 25,730 18,940 29,326 34,690 29,863 44,174 28,985 52,445 
Uintah-Ouray 
CCD 4,338 5,061 445 5,6Y9 830 5,730 926 5,565 1,027 

!i Ballard 558 775 223 966 416 976 464 926 514 
Unincorp. Area 3,780 4,286 222 4,733 414 4,754 462 4,639 513 

Vernal CCD 16,368 20,653 13,858 23,611 32,011 24,117 43,041 23,404 51,209 
Vernal 6,600 9,291 6,165 11,065 13,918 11,369 18,786 10,941 22,328 
Unincorp. Area 9,568 11,362 12,330 12,546 19,942 12,748 24,462 12,463 29,090 

Bonanza* 16 4,637 16 1,849 16 207 16 209 

0 8,020 12,923 12,923 0 17,520 28,127 28,127 0 13,942 22,425 22,425 

0 160 258 258 0 526 562 562 0 418 449 449 
0 80 129 129 0 175 281 281 0 139 224 224 
0 80 129 129 0 351 281 281 0 279 225 225 
0 5,774 12,406 12,535 0 12,614 27,002 27,283 0 10,038 21,528 21,752 
0 2,566 5,557 5,686 0 5,606 12,095 12,376 0 4,461 9,642 9,867 
0 3,208 6,849 6,849 0 7,008 14,907 14,907 0 5,577 1'1,886 11,885 
0 2,086 259 130 0 4,380 563 280 0 3,486 448 224 

Moffat-Rio Blanc0 24,255 1,176 28,345 3,004 27,646 3,837 28,144 4,518 0 281 425 452 0 613 984 984 0 488 775 775 
Dinosaur 410 501 517 405 1,367 425 1,744 437 2,055 0 124 187 187 0 343 551 551 0 215 440 440 
Rangely 2,614 3,193 659 3,993 1,637 3,805 2,093 3,962 2,463 0 157 238 238 0 270 433 433 0 273 335 335 

Grand 8,241 9,850 691 10,570 834 10,324 915 9,676 919 0 155 1,156 441 0 830 6,215 2,372 0 522 3,916 1,494 
Thompson CCD 326 380 631 366 834 366 915 365 919 0 155 1,156 441 0 830 6,215 2,372 0 522 3,916 1,494 
Moab CC0 7,915 9,470 - 10,204 - 9,958 - 9,311 - 0 - - -0 - - -0 - - - 

Daggett Co., Utah 
& Mesa Co., Cola. 1,510 1,198 1,731 2,185 0 193 410 410 0 424 987 987 0 340 760 760 

Note: Daggett County. Utah and Mesa County, Colorado are not within the affected area as the term is used in the text. 

*Bonanza does not correspond with any official census area, but is roughly the area delineated by the BChA. 



Ranch Budgets 

APPEMDIX 12, TABLE 12-2 

Average Costs and Returns for Small Beef Herds (O-99 Cows) 

I tern 

Sales: 
-?ZKer Calves 

Heifer Calves 
Yearling Steers 
Yearling Heifers 
Cull cows 

Total 
Total Per Cow 

Unit Number 

Head 20 
Head 10 
Head -- 
Head 3 
Head 6 

Average 
Weight 

390 
375 

-- 
650 
850 

Price Total 
Cwt Value 

$86.13 $ 6,718 
77.49 2,906 

-- 
65.47' 1,2;; 
41.27 2,105 

13,006 
250 

Cash Costs: 
BLmazi ng Fee 
Forest Grating Fee 
Private Range Lease/Rent 
State Lease 
Hay (produce) 
Hay (purchase) 
Protein Supplement 
Irrigated Pasture 
Salt and Mineral 
Concentrate Feeds 
Veterinary and Medicine 
Hired Trucking 
Marketing 
Fuel and Lubricants 
2epairs 
Taxes 
Insurance 
Interest on Operating Capital 
General Farm Overhead 
Other Cash Costs 
Hired Labor 

Total Cash Costs 

Other Costs: 
Family Labor 
Depreciation 
Interest on Investment Other Than Land 
Interest on Land 

Total Other Costs 

Value/Cow 
s 7.a5 

6.12 
9.97 
1.26 

13.57 
Be 

Total Values 
S 408 

318 
518 

7:; 
-- 

-- -- 
5.50 286 
1.40 73 

-- -- 
3.75 195 
3.83 199 
3.71 193 

27.20 1,414 
23.84 1,239 
26.89 1,398 

6.72 349 
6.86 357 

11.42 594 
mm -- 

.94 49 
160.79 8,361 

44.84 2,332 
49.43 2,570 

117.42 6,106 
385.01 20,021 
596.72 31,029 

Total All Costs 

Source: Gee 82 

$757.50 $39,390 
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Ranch Budgets 

APPENDIX 12, TABLE 1.2-3 

Average Costs and Returns for Icledium Beef Herds (loo-299 COWS) 

Item 

Sales: 
Steer Calves 
Heifer Calves 
Yearling Steers 
Yearling Heifers 
Cull cows 

Total 
Total Per Cow 

Unit 

Head 
Head 
Head 
Head 
Head 

Number 

70 
24 
2:: 

28 

Average Price 
Weight Cwt 

390 586.13 
375 77.49 
670 72.58 
650 65.47 
850 41.27 

Total 
Value 

$23,629 
6,974 
3,901 
8,511 
9,822 

52,832 
262 

Cash Costs: 
BLOis Grazing Fee 
Forest Graiing Fee 
Private Range Lease/Rent 
State Lease 
Hay (produce) 
Hay (purchase) 
Protein Supplement 
Irrigated Pasture 
Salt and Mineral 
Concentrate Feeds 
Veterinary and Medicine 
Hired Trucking 
Marketing 
Fuel and Lubricants 
Repairs 
Taxes 
Insurdnce 
Interest on Operating Capital 
General Farm Overhead 
Other Cash Costs 
Hired Labor 

Total Cash Costs 

Other Costs: 
Family Labor 
Depreciation 
Interest on Investment Other Than Land 
Interest on Land 

Total Other Costs 

Total All Costs $141,150 

Value/Cow 
f 

4.44 
13.33 
1.34 

10.72 
4.31 

11% 
1.40 

mm 
4.95 
1.70 
2.15 

22.33 
21.63 
24.16 

6.50 
8.40 

10.05 

13.35 
165.72 

25.90 5,206 .. 
49.00 9,849 

117.07 23,531 
344.55 69,255 

$536.52 $107,841 

Total Vaiues 

T 
2,679 

269 
2,155 

866 

2,3& 
281 

995 
342 
432 

4,488 
4,348 
4,856 
1,307 
1,688 
2,020 

2,68; 
33,308 

Source: Gee 82 



Ranch Budgets 

APPENDIX 12, TABLE 12-4 

Averdge Costs and Returns for Large Beef Herds (over 300 Cows) 

Item 

Sales: 
Steer Calves 
Heifer Calves 
Yearling Steers 
Yearling Heifers 
Cull cows 

Total 
Total Per Cow 

Unit 

Head 
Head 
Head 
Head 
Head 

Number 

260 
101 
52 

11': 

Average 
Weight 

390 
375 
670 
650 
850 

Price Total 
Cwt Value 

$86.13 $ 87,282 
77.49 29,349 
72.58 25,287 
65.47 39,577 
41.27 41,744 

223,239 
263 

Cash Costs: 
zing Fee 

Forest Grazing Fee 
Private Range Lease/Rent 
State Lease 
Hay (produce) 
Hay (purchase) 
Protein Supplement 
Irrigated Pasture 
Salt and Mineral 
Concentrate Feeds 
Veterinary and Medicine 
Hired Trucking 
Marketing 
Fuel and Lubricants 
Repairs 
Taxes 
Insurance 
Interest on Operating Capital 
General Farm Overhead 
Other Cash Costs 
Hired Labor 

Total Cash Costs 

Value/Cow 
m 

10.57 
14.79 

1.50 
10.86 

4.15 

12.9; 
1.40 

we 
1.55 
1.85 
2.10 

10.75 
14.38 
27.01 
6.83 
6.99 
7.72 

18.;; 
156.38 

Total Values 
s 1 940 . 

8; 953 
12,527 

1,271 
9,198 
3,515 

10,9;; 
1,186 

-- 
1,313 
1,567 
1,779 
9,105 

12,180 
22,877 

5,785 
5,921 
6,539 

15,8;; 
132,454 

Other Costs: 
Family Labor 
Depreciation 
Interest on Investment Other Than Land 
Interest on Land 

Total Other Costs 

Source: Gee 82 

12.35 10,460 
48.65 41,207 

112.77 95,516 
321.48 272,294 

$495.25 $419,477 



Rancn Budgets 

APPENDIX 12, TABLE 12-5 

AVerdge Costs and Returns for Large Sheep Herds 

Average Price Total 
Item Unit Number Weight Cwt Value 

Sales: 
Slaughter Lambs Head 1,621 93 $66.30 $ 99,949 
Feeder Lambs Head 835 1:: 73.96 50,640 
Ewes Head 278 26.86 10,827 
Wool Lbs. 2,831 10 .88 24,913 
Wood Incentive 
Payment Dol. 24,913 .39 9,715 
Unshorn Lamb 
Payment Cwt. 2,193 1.43 3,136 

Total 199,181 
Total Per Sheep 71 

Cash Costs: 
BLM Grazing Fee 
Forest Grazing Fee 
State Lease 
Irrigated Pasture 
Private Range Lease/Rent 
Hay (produce) 
Hay (purchase) 
Grain 
Protein Supplement 
Other Feed 
Salt and Mineral 
Spray and Dipping 
Veterinary and Medicine 
Marketing 
Trucking 
Shearing and Tagging 
Utilities 
Lamb Promotion 
Organizations 
Legal and Accounting 
Wool Storage 
Predator Control 
Ram Death Loss 
Fuel and Lubricants 
Repairs 
Hired Labor 
Taxes 
Insurance 
General Farm Overhead 
Interest on Operating Capital 

Total Cash Costs 

Value/Cow 
$ 1.59 

1.57 
.25 
-- 

,2.52 
.51 

1.82 
-- 

1.33 
-- 

.28 

.02 

.36 

.10 
2.44 
1.90 

.63 

.03 

.lO 

.38 

.08 
.67 
.59 

1.78 
1.72 
3.47 
2.81 

.65 
1.19 
1.37 

$30.17 

Total Values 
$ 4 430 

41360 
708 

7,0;4 
1,417 
5,061 

3,6;4 
we 

778 
58 

1,001 
278 

6,783 
5,282 
1,751 

83 
278 

1,057 
222 

l,d62 
1,640 
4,948 
4,787 
9,647 
7,807 
1,810 
3,308 
3,815 

$83,878 

Source: Gee 82 



Appendix 12, Table 12-6 

Impact Analysis on Partial Ranch Budgets for Small Cattle Operator 

Item 
,,:I e Percent Reduced 

!I 10Percent2~ncreased30 10 20 30 40 50 

Dollars 

Gross Income 13,006 13,181 

Total Cash Costs 8,361 8,450 

Value of Family 
Labor 2,332 2,363 

Depreciation 2,570 2,576 

ii 
Interest on Xnvest- 

ment Other Than 
Land 6,106 6,163 

Return Above: 

Cash Costs 4,645 4,731 

Cash Costs and 
Family Labor 2,313 2,368 

Return to Total 
Investment -257 -208 

Return to Land -6,363 -6,371 

Herd Size 52 53 53 

113,367 13,542 12,582 12,134 11,780 11,286 10,863 

8,545 8,634 8,089 7,800 7,527 7,254 6,981 

2,396 2,428 2,256 2,175 2,099 2,023 1,348 

2,582 2,587 2,556 2,542 2,528 2,514 2,501 

6,224 6,282 5,367 5,820 5,682 5,543 5,404 

4,822 4,908 4,493 4,334 4,183 4,032 4,882 

2,426 2,480 2,237 2,159 2,084 2,009 II ,934 

-156 

-6,380 

-107 

-6,389 

Head 

54 

-319 -383 -444 -505 -567 

-6,286 -6,203 -6,126 -6,048 -5,971 

50 49 47 45 43 



Appendix 12, Table 12-7 

Partial Ranch Budgets and Impact Analysis for Medium Cattle Operator 

Item 
RB Percent Increased Percent Reduced 

Chaige : 10 20 30 40 50 

Dollars 

53,769 54,238 

34,032 34,394 

52,832 

33,308 

53,301 

33,670 

52,114-I 51,451 50,760 50,070 49,380 

33,188 33,068 32,947 32,827 32,707 

5,206 5,234 5,261 5,289 5,128 5,050 

9,854 9,856 9,821 9,794 

4,972 

Depreciation 9,849 9,851 9,766 

4,894 4,816 

9,739 9,711 

23,531 23,617 23,702 23,788 23,275 23,019 22,762 22,506 22,250 

19,523 

14,317 

19,630 19,737 19,844 18,953 18,383 17,812 17,242 16,672 

14,396 14,476 14,555 13,825 13,333 12,840 12,348 11,856 

4,468 4,545 

-49,554 

4,622 4,699 

-34,321 -19,089 

Head 

203 204 

3,755 

-55,850 

3,042 

Return to Land -64,786 

2,329 3,616 903 

-37,977 -29,041 -20,105 -46,914 - 

Herd Size 201 202 198 195 192 189 186 

Gross Income 

Total Cash Costs 

Value of Family 
Labor 

Interest on Invest- 
ment Other Than 
Land 

Return Above: 

Cash Costs 

Cash Costs and 
Family Labor 

Return to Total 
Investment 



Appendix 12, Table 12-8 

Partial Ranch Budgets and Impact Analysis for Large Cattle Operator 

Item 
N 

Chaige 
Percent Increased Percent Reduced 

?wl 10 20 30 40 50 

Gross Income 223,473 223,708 

Total Cash Costs 

223,239 

132,454 131,647 130,839 

Dollars 

223,942 

130,032 

222,998 222,757 222,517 222,276 222,035 

133,549 134,645 135,740 136,836 137,931 

Valwe of Family 
Labor 10,460 

41,207 

10,089 

Depreciation 

4 Interest on Xnvest- 
ment Other Than 
Land 

40,979 

9,719 

40,751 

9,348 

40,523 

10,209 

41,059 

95,516 95,627 95,738 95,849 95,469 

Return Above: 

Cash Costs 90,785 91,827 92,868 93,910 89,449 

Cash Costs and 
Family Labor 50,325 81,737 83,149 84,561 78,148 

Return to Total 
Investment 39,118 

-233,176 

40,758 42,398 

Return to Land -172,721 -112,266 

44,038 

-511,811 

Head 

850 

37,089 

-198,710 

Herd Size 847 848 849 

9,958 9,706 

40,911 40;762 

95,422 95,376 

88,113 86,776 

75,971 73,795 

35,061 33,032 

-164,245 -129,779 

9,455 9,204 

40,614 40,%66 

95,329 95,282 

85,440 84,104 

71 ,613 69,441 

38,004 28,975 

-95.,314 -60,848 

846 845 844 843 842 



Appendix 12, Table 12-9 

Partial Ranch Budgets and Impact Analysis for Sheep Operators 

Item 
N 

ChanOge 
Percent Increased 

10 20 30 IO 
Percent Red,ced 

20 30 40 50 

Dollars 

Gross Income 

Total Cash Costs 

199,181 

83,878 

202,898 206,591 

84,804 85,013 

9,826 10,005 

19,812 19,851 

210,305 

85,224 

195,471 

84,383 

191,778 

84,173 

188,065 184, t 180,658 

83,963 83,752 83,543 

Value of Family 
Labor 

Depreciation 

9,647 

19,774 

10,185 9,467 9,288 9,108 8,928 

19,889 19,736 19,697 19,659 19,621 

8,749 

'19,582 

Interest on Iwvest- 
ment Other Than 
Land 40,701 40,593 41,082 41,574 39,609 39,119 38,627 38,135 37,646 

Return Above: 

Cash Costs 115,303 118,094 121,578 125,081 111,088 107,605 104,102 100,599 97,115 

Cash Costs and 
Family Labor 105,656 108,268 111,573 114,896 101 ,628 98,317 94,994 91,671 88,366 

Return to Total 
Investment 

Return to Land 

85,882 88,456 91,722 95,007 

45,781 47,863 50,640 53,433 

81,885 78,620 75,335 72,050 

42,276 39,501 36,708 33,915 

68,784 

311,138 

Head 

Herd Size 2,780 2,832 2,883 2,935 2,728 2,676 2,624 2,572 2,521 



Prevention of Significant Deterioration 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency and State of Utah preven- 
tion of significant deterioration requirements both allow only a limited 
increase in the second-highest short-term TSP and SO2 concentrations, and 
annual-average TSP and SO 
new source. These S32 an ii 

concentrations associated with emissions from a 
TSP increments for each class are listed in 

Table 13-2. 

Ambient Air Quality Standards 

The applicable State and Federal ambient air quality standards are listed. 
The Utah and Colorado State standards are the same as the National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards. 

All ambient air quality standards are of potential concern; however, for the 
region and sources of interest, sulfur dioxide (SD2), total suspended 
particulates (TSP), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), carbon monoxide (CO), and 
ozone (Q3) are t'ne pollutants of principal concern. 

Federal, Utah, and Colorado ambient air quality standards are displayed in 
Table 13-l. 
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TABLE 13-l 

Applicable State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(micrograms per cubic meter) 

Pollutant 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO21 
(annual) 
(24-hour) 
(3-hour secondary) 

Federal Utan Colorado 

80 80 80 
365 365 366 

1,300 1,300 1,300 

Total Suspended Particulates (TSPj 
Primary 

(annual) 
(24-hour) 

Secondary 

(annual) (24-hour) 

75 
2;: 2:; 260 

60 150 1:: 1;: 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
10,000 10,000 10,000 
40,000 40,000 40,000 

240 240 240 

Ni;roi;;,xide (NO21 
a 100 100 100 



TASLE 13-2 

Pollutant 

SO2 

TSP 

Prevention of Significant Deterioration Increments 

Averaging Time 

Maximum Allowable Concentrations 
(ug/m3) 

Class I Class II Class III 

Annua 1 2 20 40 
24-hr 5 91 182 
3-hr 25 512 700 

Annua 1 5 19 37 
24-hr 10 37 75 
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LEGEND 

Apparent Trend: D = Down S = Stable U = Up 

Factors Considered to Appraise and Assign Trend to Ecological Condition 

1. 

3. 

$ Q, 5. 

7. 
u 

Ip: 

13. 

Large amounts of nonuse = U 2. 

Vegetative studies show a current downward trend = D 4. 

Grating system to defer use during critical plant 6. 
growth-periods = U 
Land treatments = U 

Ongoing field observations = U or D or S 
Utilization and actual use studies show heavy 

Decrease in wild horse use = U 

8. 

use = D ;;: 

14. 

Deferment of use during the critical plant 
growth periods = U 
Vegetative studies show a current upvsard 
trend = U 
Current trend is static or studies are 
incomplete = S 
Development of water to improve distribution = 

Continuous season long use = D 
Wildlife numbers are above the level allocated 
for wildlife = D 
Increase in wild horse use = D 

Anticipated Trend 
Current Mdnagement Resource Protection Commodity Production Balanced Use 
Apparent Trend Apparent Trend Apparent Trend Apparent Trend 

Allotment dame and Number Trend Factors Trend Factors Trend Factors Trend Factors - 

BLUE MOUNTAEFQ LOCALITY 

Blue Mountain AMP 5825 D 3, 11, 12 u 2 U 5, 7, 8 u 5, 7, 8 
Cub Creek 5823 s - S 6 6 S 6 
Dot's Valley 5821 S 

E 
u 5 

: . . 
5, 7 U 5, 7 

Green River 5820 S 6 u S 6 S 
Point of Pines 5822 u” 3, II, 12 u 2 u” 5, 7, 8 u ‘“5 7 8 
Stuntz Valley 5824 3, 11, 12 u 2 5, 7 iI 5: 7: a 



Appendix 14 (Continued) 

Anticipated Trend in Ecological Condition 

Anticipated Trend 
%urrent Management Resource Protection Commodity Production 3al anced Use 
Apparent Trend Apparent Trend Apparent Trend Apparent Trend 

Allotment Name and Number Trend Factors Trend Factors Trend Fat tors Trend Fat tors 

BONAtjlLA-RAI[NBOW LOCALITY 

Antelope Draw 5854 u 

Asphalt Orad AMP 8817 U 
Badlands 5848 
Baeser Wash 5832 P 
Bohemian Bottoms 5840 S 
Bonanza 5842 S 
Brewer 8831 S 

5 Cockleburr 5833 S 
Halfway Hill 5861 S 
Hells Hole 8819 u 
Jensen 5836 D 
K Ranch** 5849 
Kane Holloti 5837 
Little Emma 5852 S"l.l 
Miners Gulch 5838 S 
Olsen WP 8816 s-u 
Powder Wash 5857 
Raven Ridge 5a51 s" 
Sand Wash 8818 s-u 
Seven Sisters AMP 5845 S 
Snake John 5860 S 
Spring Hollow 5862 
Stateline 5863 s"u 
Stirrup AMP 5847 S 

**Allotment managed by Colorado 

1, 4 

1 

9, 10 

6 

ii 

ii 

1” 

9, IO 

9, 10 
6 
6 
1, Q 
6 

P-6 
6 
6 
3, 9 
1, 6 
6 

u 1, 2, 4 

1, 2 
2 
2 
2 

; 
2 
2 
1, 2 
2 

2 

: 

I 
2 
2 
2 

; 
1, 2 
2 

4, 5, a, 13 u 

5, 8 U 
6 U 
5 !J 
6 S 
5 u 
6 
5 u" 
5 u 
6 s-u 
5, 8 U 

5, 8 U 
6 s-u 

.6 5, 6 A 

5, 8 7 i 
6 S-U 
5, 13 U 
5 
6 i 

2, 6 i 

4, 5, 8, 
13 
5, 8 
5, 8 

2 
5 

5 
l-6 
5, 8 

5, 8 
1, 6 
6 
1, 5, 6 
5, 8 
7 
1, 6 
5, 13 

2 8 
116 
5, 6 



Appendix 14 (Continued) 

Anticipated Trend in Ecological Condition 

Anticipated Trend 
Current Management Resource Protectaon Commodity Production Balanced Use 
Apparent Trend Apparent Trend Apparent Trend Apparent Tremd 

Allotment Name and &amber Trend Factors Trend Factors Trend Factors Trend Factors 

Sunday School 
Canyon AMP 8814 
Walker Hollow AMP 5839 
Watson 8815 
West Deadman 5841 
White River 8829 
White River Bottoms 5850 

2 
6 
2 
1, 2 
6 
2' 

5, 8 
5, 8 
6 

: 
6 

ii 
S 

s-u 

s” 

U 

S 

: 
U . 

s 

U 
s-u 

4, 5, 7, 
8 
6 

5, 7, 8 
6 
5, 7, 8 
6 
5, 7, 8, 
13 

BOOK CLIFFS LOCALITY 

ii Atchee Ridge NW 8824 

Book Cliffs Pasture 8828 
Davis Canyon** 8823 
Horse Point AMP 8825 
McClelland 8826 
Sweetwater AMP 8822 
West Water Point 8833 
Winter Ridge AMP 8827 

u 4, 5 2, 4, 5 u u 4, 5, 7, 8 

S 6 S 6 S 6 

s-u 

v” 

3 

1, 6 .I- 

i, 5 
6 
6 

1, 2 
2 

5, 7, 8, 13 
6 

1, 4, 5 
6 
2 

5, 7, 8 
6 
5, 7, 13 

WILL CREEK LOCALITY 

Birchell 8804 S 
Green River AMP 8803 S 

**Allotment managed by Colorado 

6 
v" 

2 ' u 5, 7 
6 2 S 5, 6 



Appendix I4 (Continued) 

Anticipated Trend in Ecological Conda'tion 

Anticipated Trend 
Current Management Resource ProtectIon Commodity Production Balanced Use 
Apparent Trend Apparent Trend Apparent TkWtd Apparent Trend 

Allotment Name and Number, Trend Factors Trend Factors Trend Factors Trend Factors 

Hatch-Broome- 
Bartholomew 
Lower Showalter 
(Wild Horse Bench) 
Oil Shale 
Pack Mountain - 
Wildhorse 
Santio Sibelli, 
Tabyago 
Thorne-Ute- 
Broome 
Upper Showalter 
(Murstange) 
Ute 
West Tabyago AMP 

8805 S 6 u 2 S 6 S 6 

8811 
8813 

s-u 1, 6 
u 1, 6 

s-u 
U 

1, 6, 14 S-U 13 S 1, 6, 14 
1, 6 S-U 6, 13 S 6, 14 

S-U 
U 

S-U 
% 
2, 14 

S-l.l 13 
S 6 
u 7, 13 

ss ii 
S 1, 6, 14 

8808 
8806 
8801 

S 
S 
S 

t 
8812 S 6 u 2 S 6 S 6 

8810 
8809 
8807 

6 
1, 6 
6 

i 
S-U 

2, 14 
1, 2, I4 
2, 14 

U 

s"u 

7, 13 
7, 13 
1, 5, 13 

U 1, 7, 84 T 

S"U 1, 1, 6, 5, 14 14 
A 

S 

TOTALS U 6 = 

s" 
= 7 
= 33 

=5i 

U = 45 
= 0 

s"= 5 

=-St 

u = 26 
D= 0 
S = 24 

=!i 

U = 28 

9 
= 0 
= 13 

=5i 



Section A: Potential Acre Impacts as the Result of Minerals Development by Mineral and by Alternative 
Section B: Potential Impacts to Livestock by Alternative, Expressed in AUMs. 
Section C: Potential Impacts to Wildlife, by Alternative, Expressed in AUMs. 

SECTION A 

LEGEND 

CM = Current Management Alternative RP = Resource Protection Alternative CP = Cotmnodity Production Alternative BU = Balanced Use Alternative 

Tar Sands Oil Shale Oil and Gas Sand and Gravel Gilsonite 

Allotment Name and Number CM RP CP BU CM RP CP BU CM RP CP 0U CM KP CP BU CM RP CP, BU 

BLUE MOUNTAIN LOCALITY 

Blue Mountain AMP 5825 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Cub Creek 5823 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -4 -4 -4 -4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
DOC'S Valley 5821 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0. 0 0 0 0 
Green River 5820 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -91 -91 -91 -91 0 0 -28 0 0 0 0 0 
Point of Pines 5822 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stunt2 Valley 5824 0 0 0' 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -95 -95 -95 -95 0 0 -28 0 0 0 0 0 

BONANZA-RAINBOW LOCALITY 

Antelope Draw 5854 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -335 -335 -335 -335 0 0 0 0 -5 -5 -5 -5 
Asphalt Draw AMP 8817 0 0 -490 0 0 -506 -365 -177 -183 -183 -183 -183 0 0 -17 0 -18 -18 -18 -18 
Badlands 5848 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -61 -61 -61 -61 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Baeser Wash 5832 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -71 -71 -71 -71 0 0 -55 -30 0 0 0 0 
Bohemian Bottoms 5840 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -44 -44 -44 -44 0 0 -60 -30 0 0 0 0 
Bonanza 5842 0 0 0 0 0 0 -148 0 -109 -109 -109 -109 0 0 0 0 -13 -13 -13 -13 
Brewer 8831 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -13 -13 -13 -13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Cockleburr 5833 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -88 -88 -88 -88 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Halfway Hill 5861 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -37 -37 -37 -37 0 0 -60 -30 0 0 0 0 
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Appendix 15 (Continued) 
Forage Impacts 

Tar Sands Oil Shale Oil and Gas Sand and Gravel Gilsonite 

Allotment Name and Number CM RP CP BU CM RP CP BU CM RP Cp BU CM RP Cp BU CM Rp Cp BU 

Hells Hole 8819 
Jensen 5836 
K-Ranch 5849 
Kane Hollow 5837 
Little Emma 5852 
Miners Gulch 5838 
Olsen AMP 8816 
Powder Wash 5857 
Raven Ridge 5851 
Sand Wash 8818 
Seven Sisters 5845 
Snake John 5860 
Spring Hollow 5862 
Stateline 5863 
Stirrup AMP 5847 
Sunday School 
Canyon AMP 8814 
Walker Hollow 5839 
Watson 8815 
West Deadman 5841 
White River 8829 
White River Bottoms 5850 

Subtotal 

BOOK CLIFFS LOCALITY 

Atchee Ridge AMP 8824 
Book Cliffs Pasture 8828 
Davis Canyon 8823 
Horse Point AMP 8825 
WcClelland 8826 
Sweetwater AMP 8822 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

D 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 0 0 0 0 -13 -21 -123 -123 -123 -123 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -30 -30 -30 -30 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -21 -21 -21 -21 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0. -35 -35 -35 -35 
0 0 0 0 -752 -395 -633 -235 -235 -235 -235 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -22 -22 -22 -22 
0 -150 0 0 -905 -395 -557 -493 -493 -493 -493 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -108 -108 -108 -108 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -42 -42 -42 -42 
0 0 0 0 0 -129 -190 -260 -260 -260 -260 
0 0 0 0 0 -110 -177 -75 -75 -75 -75 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -44 -44 -44 -44 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -23 -23 -23 -23 
0 0 0 0 0 -13 0 -141 -141 -141 -141 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -13 -13 -13 -13 

0 -3530 -970 0 0 -395 -431 -199 -199 -199 -199 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -46 -46 -46 -46 
0 0 0 0 -37 -49 -14 -38 -38 -38 -38 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -120 -120 -120 -120 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -2 -2 -2 -2 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 -4170 -970 -500 -2200 -2012 -2200 -3011 -3011 -3011 -3011 

0 -4450 0 0 0 -188 0 -524 -524 -524 -524 
-1000 0 0 0 0 0 0 -25 -25 -25 -25 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -28 -28 -28 -28 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -157 -157 -157 -157 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -72 -72 -72 -72 

-2170 -7910 -5600 0 0 0 0 -451 -451 -451 -451 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 -6 -6 -4 -4 -4 -4 
0 -60 -25 0 0 0 0 
0 -6 -6 0 0 0 0 
0 -60 -30 0 0 0 0 
0 -28 0 -18 -18 -18 -18 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 -20 0 -18 -18 -18 -18 
0 -39 -30 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 -18 -18 -18 -18 
0 -17 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 -11 -13 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 -8 -8 -8 -8 
0 -44 -31 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 -17 -19 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 -6 -6 -6 -6 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 o* o* 0 0 0 0 
0 -500 -255 -108 -108 -108 ,108 - 

0 0 0 -15 -15 -15 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

-15 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

*Sand and gravel impacts for the White River Bottoms Allotment are included in the Asphalt Draw, Hells Hole, Little Emna, Olsen, and Seven Sisters 
Allotments. 



Appendix 95 (Continued) 
Forage Impacts 

Tar Sands Oil Shale Oil and Gas Sand and Gravel Gilsonite 
Allotment Name and Number CH RF CP BU CM RP CP BU CM RP CP BU CM RP CP BU CM RP CP BU 

West Water Point 8833 0 0 0 0 
Winter Ridge 8827 0 -10 -4730 -6 

Subtotal 0 -2180 -18090 -5606 

HILL CREEK LOCALITY 

Birchell 8804 
Green River AMP 8803 
Hatch-Broome- 
Bartholomew aa05 
Lower Showalter 
(Wild Horse Bench) 8811 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 -2180 -22260 -6576 

Oil Shale 
Pack Mountain - 
Wildhorse 
Santio Sibello 
Tabyago 
Thorne-Ute- 
Broome 
Upper Showalter 
(Mustange) 
Ute 
West Tabyago AMP 

Subtotal 
TOTALS 

8813 

8808 

8806 
aa01 

8812 

8810 
8809 
am7 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 -188 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

. 

0 -27 -27 -27 -27 
0 -161 -161 -161 -161 
0 -1445 -1445 -1445 -1445 

0 -a -a -a -a 
0 -43 -43 -43 -43 

0 -6 -6 -6 -6 

0 -88 -88 -88 -88 
0 -69 -69 -69 -69 

0 -102 -102 -102 -102 
0 -11 -11 -11 -11 
0 -51 -51 -51 -51 

0 -17 -17 -17 -17 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 -32 -32 -32 -32 
0 -22 -22 -22 -22 
0 -449 -449 -449 -449 

0 -2200 -2200 -2200 -5000 -!xoo -5000 -5000 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 -22 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 -22 
0 -550 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

-250 

0 0 
0 0 

-15 -15 

0 
0 

-85 

-7 -7 
-1 -1 

-7 
-1 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

-3 -3 
0 0 

-I -1 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

-12 -12 

0 
0 

-15 

-7 
-1 

0 

0 
0 

-3 
0 

-1 

0 

0 
0 
0 

-12 

0 

0 
0 

-3 
0 

-1 

0 

0 
0 
0 

-12 
~. -135 -135 -135 -135 



SECTION B 

Potential Impacts to Livestock by Alternatives 
Expressed in AUMs 

Current Nanagement Alternative 
Average Impacts 

Livestock BUM's 

AU-M's 
From 

Wild- 
AlaM's life Total 

Oil Sand Gil- Total Land for Adjud- Change Percent 
Tar Oil and and son- Mineral Treat- Wild- icated in Of 

Allotment Name and Number Sands Shale Gas Gravel ite Impacts ments Horses AIM's AUM's Change 

BLUE MOUNTAIN LOCALITY 

Blue Mountain AMP 5825 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Cub Creek 5823 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Dot's Valley 5821 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 
Green River 5820 0 0 -7 0 0 -7 0 0 0 -7 <l 
Point of Pines 5822 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stunts Valley 5824 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 0 0 -7 0 0 -7 0 0 0 -7 <l 

BONANZA-RAINBOW LOCALITY 

Antelope Draw 5854 0 0 -27 0 0 -27 0 0 0 -27 <l 
Asphalt Draw AMP 881 0 0 -20 0 -2 -22 0 0 0 -22 <l 
Badlands 5848 0 0 -4 0 0 -4 0 0 0 -4 <I 
Baeser Wash 5832 0 0 -6 0 0 -6 0 0 0 -6 <l 
Bohemian Bottoms 5840 0 0 -3 0 0 -3 0 0 0 -3 <l 
Bonanza 5842 0 0 -9 0 -1 -10 0 0 0 -10 <a 



P 

SECTION B 

Current Management Alternative 

AuLa's 
From 

Wild- 
AU&i's life Total 

OX1 Sand Gil- Total Land for Adjud- Change Percent 
Tar Oil nnd and son- l%neral Treat- Wild- icated in Of 

Allotment Name and Number Sands Shale Gas Gravel ite Impacts ments Horses AUM's AIM's Change 

Brewer 
Cockleburr 
Halfway Hill1 
Hells Bole 
Jensen 
K-Ranch 
Kane Hollow 
Little Emma 
Miners Gulch 
Olsen AMP 
Powder Wash 
Raven Ridge 
Sand Wash 
Seven Sisters 
Snake John ' 
Spring Wallow 
Stateline 
Stirrup AMP 
Sunday School 
Canyon AMP 
Walker txollow 
Watson 
West Deadman 
White River 
White River 
Bottoms 

Subtotal 

8831 
5833 
5861 
8819 
5836 
5849 
5837 
5852 
5838 
8816 
5857 
5851 
8818 
5845 
5860 
5862 
5863 
5847 

8814 
5839 
8815 
5841 
8829 

5850 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 -6 0 0 
0 0 -3 0 0 
0 0 -19 0 -1 
0 0 -3 0 0 
0 0 -1 0 0 
0 0 -2 0 0 
0 0 -22 0 -5 
0 0 -1 0 0 
0 0 -44 0 -2 
0 0 -10 0 0 
0 0 -5 0 0 
0 0 -34 0 -1 
0 0 -9 0 0 
0 0 -6 0 0 
0 0 -2 0 0 
0 0 -12 0 -1 
0 0 -2 0 0 

0 0 -12 0 0 
0 0 -4 0 0 
0 0 -6 0 -1 
0 0 -9 0 0 
0 0 -1 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 -282 0 -14 

0 0 0 0 0 
-6 0 0 0 -6 
-3 0 0 0 -3 

-20 0 0 0 -20 
-3 0 0 0 -3 
-1 0 0 0 -1 
-2 0 0 0 -2 

-27 0 0 0 -27 
-1 0 0 0 -1 

-46 0 0 0 -46 
-10 0 0 0 -10 

-5 0 0 0 -5 
-35 0 0 0 -35 

-9 0 0 0 -9 
-6 0 0 0 -6 
-2 0 0 0 -2 

-13 0 0 0 -I.3 
-2 0 0 0 -2 

-12 
-4 
-7 
-9 
-1 

-12 
-4 
-7 
-9 
-1 

0 
-296 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
-296 

0 
<1 
<l 
<I 
<l 
<l 
<l 
<l 
<l 
<X 
<I 
<IL 
<l 
<I 
<l 
<l 
<l 
<l 

<I 
<l 
<l 
<1 
<l 

0 
<l 



SjEeCTION B 

Current Management Alternative 

AUH'S 
From 

Wild- 
BUM's life Total 

Oil Sand Gil- Total Land for Adjud- Change Percent 
Tar Oil. and and son- Mineral Treat- Wild- fcated in Of 

Allotment Name and Number Sands Shale Gas Gravel fee Impacts ments Horses AUM's AUM's Change 

BOOK CLWFFS LOCALTTY 

Atchee Ridge AMP 8824 
Book Cliffs 
Pasture 8828 
Davis Canyon 8823 
Horse Point AMP 8825 
McClelland 8826 
Sweetwater AMP 8822 
West Water Point 8833 
Winter 'Ridge 8827 

Subtotal 

HILL CrnEK LOCALXTY 

Birchellll 8804 
Green Mver AMP 8803 
Katch-Broome- 
Bartholomew 8805 
Lower Showalter 
(Wild Horse Bench) 8811 
Oil Shale 8813 
Pack Mountain - 
Wildhorse 8808 
Santio SibePlo 8806 
Tabyago 8809 
Thorne-Ute- 
Broome 8812 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 -41 

0 -1 
0 -2 
0 -11 
0 -7 
0 -38 
0 -2 
0 -9 
o'-111 

0 0 
0 -2 

0 0 

0 -7 
0 -5 

0 -8 
0 0 
0 -5 

0 -1 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

-1 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

-1 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

-42 

-1 
-2 

-11 
-7 

-38 
-2 
-9 

-1x2 

0 
-2 

0 

-7 
-5 

-8 
0 

-5 

-1 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 0 -42 <l 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 0 -8 <l 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 -5 <1 

0 

-1 <l 
-2 <l 

-11 <l 
-7 <I 

-38 <l 
-2 <l 
-9 <I 

-112 <l 

0 0 0 
0 -2 <l 

0 0 0 

0 -7 <l 
0 -5 <l 

0 -1 <I 



SECTION B 

Current Management Alternative 

AU-M'S 
From 

Wild- 
AL&I's life Total. 

061 Sand Gil- Total Land for Adjud- Change Percent 
Tar OfP and and son- Mineral Treat- Wild- icated in of 

Allotment Name and Number Sands Shale Gas Gravel ite Impacts ments Horses AUd's AUM's Change 

Upper Showalter 
(Mustange) 8810 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ute 8809 0 0 -7 0 0 -7 0 0 0 -7 <l 
West Tabyago AMP 8807 0 0 -2 0 0 -2 0 0 0 -2 <l 

Subtotal 0 0 -37 0 0 -37 0 0 0 -37 <l 
TOTALS 0 0 -437 0 -15 -452 0 0 0 -452 <1 



SECTION B 

Resource Protection Alternative 

Oil Sand Gil- Total iLand Livestock Change Percent 
Tar Oil and and son- Nineral Treat- Decreases* in of 

Allotment Name and Number Sands Shale Gas Gravel ite Impacts ments AUM's AUM's Change 

BLUR MOUNTAXN LOCALITY 

Blue Mountain AMP 5825 
Cub Creek 5823 
0012's Valley 5821 
Green River 5820 
Point of Pines 5822 
Stunt2 Valley 5824 
Subtotal 

BONANZA-RAINBOW LOCALITY 

Antelope Draw 5854 
Asphalt Draw AMP 8817 
Badlands 5848 
Baeser Wash 5832 
Bohemian Bottoms 5840 
Bonanza 5842 
Brewer 8831 
bCockleburr 5833 
dHalfway Bill 5861 
Hells Hole 8819 
dJensen 5836 
dK-Kanch 5849 
Kane Hollow 5837 
Little Emma 5852 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0’ 
0 -7 
0 . 0 
0 0 
0 -7 

0 -27 
-57 -20 

0 -4 
0 -6 
0 -3 
0 -9 
0 0 
0 -6 
0 -3 
0 -19 
0 -3 
0 -1 
0 -2 

-69 -22 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
-2 

0 
0 
0 

-1 
0 
0 
0 

-1 
0 
0 
0 

-5 

0 
0 
0 

-7 
0 
0 

-7 

-27 
-79 

-4 
-6 
-3 

-10 
0 

-6 
-3 

-20 
-3 
-1 
-2 

-96 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

-124 -124 42 
-10 -10 18 

-407 -407 22 
-1009 -1016 72 

-285 -285 20 
-268 -268 20 

-21103 -2110 36 

-3187 
-2213 

-367 
-416 

-38 
-480 

-30 
-897d 

-93 
-2672 

-314a 

-69 
-17316 

-3214 55 
-2292 53 

-371 48 
-422 34 

-41 7 
-490 25 

-30 25 
-903 52 

-96 17 
-2692 67 

-317 46 
-1 <X 

-71 17 
-1812 40 



SECTION B 

Resource Protection Alternative 

Oil Sand Gil- Total Land Livestock Change Percent 
Tar 0111 and and son- Mineral Treat- Decreases* in Of 

Allotment Name and Number Sands Shale Gas Gravel ite Impacts ments AUti's BUN's Change 

dMiners Gulch 
Olsen AMP 
Chowder Wash 
Xaven Ridge 
Sand Wash 
Seven Sisters 
Snake John 
Spring Ho3Llow 
Stakeline 
stirrup Am 
Sunday Schools 
Canyon AMP 
Walker Holllow 
Watson 
West Deadman 
White River 
White River 
Bottoms 
Subtotal 

5838 0 0 -1 
8816 0 -81 -44 
5857 0 0 -10 
5851 0 0 -5 
8818 0 0 -34 
5845 0 0 -9 
5860 0 0 -6 
5862 0 0 -2 
5863 0 0 -12 
5847 0 0 -2 

8814 
5839 
8815 
5841 
8829 

5850 0 0 
0 -213 

0 -x2 
0 -4 

-6 -6 
0 -9 
0 -a 

0 
-282 

BOOK CLIFFS LOCALITY 

Atchee Ridge AMP 8824 0 0 -41 
Book Cliffs 
Pasture 8828 0 0 -1 
Davis Canyon 8823 0 0 -2 
'Horse Point AMP 8825 0 0 -aa 
McClelland 8826 0 0 -7 
Sweetwater AbP 8822 -184 0 -38 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
-2 

0 
0 

-1 
0 
0 
0 

-1 
0 

0 
0 

-1 
0 
0 

0 
-14 

-1 

0 
0 
0 

- 0 
0 

-1 0 -121= -1122 79 
-127 0 -6673 -6800 74 

-10 0 -6317a -627 30 
-5 0 -282 -287 26 

-35 0 -5477 -5512 78 
-9 0 -899 -908 47 
-6 0 -347 -353 30 
-2 0 -136 -224 50 

-13 0 -m -1459 58 
-2 0 -75 -77 19 

-12 0 -1206 -1218 32 
-4 0 -32 -36 5 

-13 0 -210 -223 18 
-9 0 -1044 -1053 54 
-1 0 0 -1 <l 

0 0 -480 -480 100 
-509 0 -31537 -32132 52 

-42 923 -2963 -2982 32 

-1 
-2 

-11 
-7 

0 
0 

950 
0 

-1 

-1179 
-369 

-2223 

-2 <l 
-2 <l 

-1140 49 
-376 27 

-2050 28 -222 9395 
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SECTION B 

Resource Protection Alternative 

Oil Sand Gil- Total Land Livestock Change Percent 
Tar Oil and and son- Mineral Treat- Decreases* in of 

Allotment Name and Number Sands Shale Gas Gravel ite Impacts ments AUM's AUM's Change 

West Water Point 8833 
Winter Ridge 8827 
Subtotal 

HILL CREEK LOCALITY 

Birchell 8804 
Green River ANP 8803 
Hatch-Broome- 
Bartholomew 8805 
Lower Showalter 
(Wild Horse Bench) 8811 
Oil Shale 8813 
Pack Mountain - 
Wildhorse 8808 
Santio SibelXo 8806 
Tabyago 8801 
Thorne-Ute- 
Broome 8812 
Upper Showalter 
(Mustange) 8810 
Ute 8809 
West Tabyago AMP 8807 
Subtotal 

TOTALS 

0 0 -2 
-10 0 -9 

-194 0 -11x 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 0 -8 
0 0 0 
0 0 -5 

0 

0 0 0 
0 0 -7 
0 0 -2 
0 0 -37 

-194 -213 -437 

0 0 
0 -2 

0 0 

0 -7 
0 -5 

0 -1 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

-1 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

O- 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

-15 

-2 0 -77 -73 19 
-19 +15 -X127 -1131 57 

-306 +483 -7939 -7762 34 

0 
-2 

0 

-7 
-5 

-8 
0 

-5 

-1 

0 
-7 
-2 

-37 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

-859 +483 

-85 -85 100 
-435 -437 100 

-54 -54 50 

-1458 -1465 97 
-1093 -1098 100 

-580 -588 33 
-16 -16 17 

-1198 -1203 40 

-124 -125 50 

-332 -332 
-I057 -1064 
-1110 -1112 
-7549 -7586 

-49121 -49583 

83 
73 
76 
60 



aIncludes changes from Appendix 5 (Forage Actions by klternativr) Eor deer populationti in herd unit 26. 
Part of deer herd unit 26 falls within the Bonanza area. 

bThirty percent of this allotment is included within deer hdrd unit 26. 
%+enty percent of this allotment is included wituin deer herd unit 26. 
dTinis allotment falls within deer herd unit 26. 

*These decreases are to improve ecological condition through reducid spring grazfug, to allocate forage for 
wild horses, to provide forage for present and potential wildlife, to improve riparian habitat, and lOO-year 
floodplain and to limit livestock to average use (see Appendix 5, Forage Actions by Alternative). 

2 
0 



SECTXON B 

Commodity Production Alternative 
Average Impacts 

Livestock AIM's 

AUM's 
Prom 

Wild- 
AUM's life Total 

Oil Sand Gil- Total Land for Adjud- Change Percent 
Tar Oil and and son- Mineral Treat- Wild- icated in of 

Allotment Name and Number Sands Shale Gas Gravel ite Impacts ments Horses AUM's AU&¶'s Change 

BLUE MOUNTAIN LOCALITY 

Blue Mountain AMPa 5825 
Cub Creek 5823 
Dot's Valley 5821 
Green River 5820 
Point of Pines 5822 
Stunts Valley 5824 
Subtotal 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 -7 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 -7 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

-2 0 
0 0 
0 0 

-2 0 

0 +140b 0 0 +I40 48 
0 0 0 4-9 4-9 16 
0 +442b 0 0 9442 36 

-9 0 0 -I-56 +47 3 
0 Ob 0 0 0 0 
0 Ob 0 0 0 0 

-9 +582b 0 -I65 638 11 

BONANZA-RAINBOW LOCALXTY 

Antelope Draw 5854 0 0 -27 0 0 -27 0 0 +27 0 0 
Asphalt Draw AMP 8817 -55 -41 -20 -2 -2 -120 0 0 +260 +14i) 3 
Badlands 5848 0 0 -4 0 0 -4 0 . 0 +4 0 0 
Baeser Wash 5832 0 0 -6 -5 0 -11 0 0 911 0 0 
Bohemian Bottoms 5840 0 0 -3 -4 0 -7 0 0 +7 0 0 
Bonanza 5842 0 -13 -9 0 -1 -23 0 0 +23 0 0 
Brewer 8831 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +2 +2 <l 
Cockleburr 5833 0 0 -6 0 0 -6 0 0 +6 0 0 
Halfway Hill 5861 0 0 -3 -4 0 -7 0 0 +7 0 0 
Hells Hole 8819 0 -2 -19 -1 -1 -23 0 0 +23 0 0 
Jensen 5836 0 0 -3 -7 0 -10 0 0 +10 0 0 
K-Ranch 5849 0 0 -1 0 0 -1 0 0 $1 0 0 
Kane Hollow 5837 0 0 -2 -3 0 -5 0 0 +5 0 0 



SEC'JJION B 

Commodity Production Alternative 

AUM's 
From 

Wild- 
AIM's life Total 

OX1 Sand Gil- Total Land for Adjud- Change Percent 
Tar Oil and and son- MIneral Treat- Wild- icated in of 

Allotment Name and Number Sands Shale Gas Gravel ite Xmpacts ments Horses AUM's AUM's Change 

Little Emma 
Miners Gulch 
Olsen AMP 
Powder Wash 
Raven Ridge 
Sand Wash 
Seven Sisters 
Snake John 
Spring ?dollow 
Stateline 
Stirrup AMP 
Sunday School 
Canyon AMP 
Walker Hollow 
Watson 
West Deadman 
White River 
White River 
Bottoms 
Subtotal 

5852 
5838 
881 
5857 
5851 
8818 
5845 
5860 
5862 
5863 
5847 

8814 
5839 
8815 
5841 
8829 

5850 

BOOK CLIFFS LOCALITY 

Atchee Ridge AMP 8824 
Book Cliffs 
Pasture 8828 
Davis Canyon 8823 
Horse Point AMP 8825 
McClelland 8826 

0 
0 

-13 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

-222 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
-290 

-350 

-58 
0 
0 

-36 -22 
0 -1 

-35 -44 
0 -10 
0 -5 

-25 -34 
-13 -9 

0 -6 
0 -2 

-1 -12 
0 -2 

0 -12 
0 -4 
0 -6 
0 -9 
0 -1 

0 0 
-166 -282 

0 -49 

0 -1 
0 -2 
0 -11 

-3 
0 

-2 
-4 

0 
0 

-2 
0 

-1 
0 

-7 

0 
-1 

0 
0 
0 

0 
-46 

0 0 -7 0 

-5 
0 

-2 
0 
0 

-2 
0 
0 
0 

-1 
0 

0 
0 

-1 
0 
0 

0 
-15 

-1 

0 
0 
0 
0 

-66 0 
-1 0 

-96 0 
-14 0 

-5 +68 
-61 0 
-24 0 

-6 0 
-3 0 

-14 0 
-9 0 

-234 0 
-5 0 
-7 0 
-9 0 
-1 0 

0 0 
-799 968 

-392 +770 

-53 0 
-2 0 

-11 +503 
-7 0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

-17 1 
0 

-i-66 0 0 
+1 0 0 

-f-422 9326 4 
+-I4 0 0 

0 -i-63 6 
+170 *109 2 

+24 0 0 
96 0 0 
i-3 0 0 

+14 0 0 
4-9 0 0 

+256 922 <l 
+5 0 0 

+48 +41 3 
99 0 0 
91 0 0 

0 
+1434 

-i-1924 

+60 
+2 

i-675 

0 
*703 

0 
1 

a2302 24 

+1 
0 

+996 

a 
0 

42 
0 +7 0 



SECTION B 

Commodity Production Alternative 

AUM's 
Prom 

Wild- 
AUW's life Total 

OX1 Sand Gil- Total Land for Adjud- Change Percent 
Tar Oil and and son- Mineral Treat- Wild- icated in of 

Allotment Name and Number Sands Shale Gas Gravel ite Impacts ments Horses AUM's AUM's Change 

Sweetwater AMP 8822 -670 0 -38 0 0 -708 +383 0 +I864 -i-1539 21 
West Water Point 8833 0 0 -2 0 0 -2 0 0 $2 0 0 
Winter Ridge 8827 -277 0 -9 0 0 -286 +lSO 0 +480 +374 19 
Subtotal -11355 0 -111 0 -1 -1467 S1836 -171 +5014 -i-5212 23 

HILL CREEK LOCALITY 

Birchell 8804 
Green River AMP 8803 
Hatch-Broome- 
Bartholomew 8805 
Lower Showalter 
(Wild Horse Bench) $811 
Oil Shale 8813 
Pack Mountain - 
Wildhorse 8808 
Santio Sibello 8806 
Tabyago 88Oi 
Thorne-Ute- 
Broome 8812 
Upper Showalter 
(Mustange) 8810 
Ute 8809 
West Tabyago AMP 8807 

Subtotal 
TOTALS 

0 
0 

0 0 0 0 +8 0 
-2 -1 0 -3 0 0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 
0 

-7 
-5 

0 0 
0 0 

-7 0 
-5 0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

-8 0 0 -8 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

-5 0 0 -5 950 -140 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

-lb645 

-1 

0 
-7 
-2 

-37 

0 0 -1 0 0 

-166 -437 

0 -0 0 i-92 -x17 
0 0 -7 +41 -24 
0 0 -2 -i-125 -258 

-1 0 -38 +316 -539 
-49 -16 -2313 +2802 -710 - 

0 +8 9 
+3 0 0 

0 0 0 

+7 0 0 
-I-5 0 0 

-i-S 0 0 
0 0 0 

995 0 0 

+1 0 0 

+25 0 0 
0 +10 <l 

+135 0 0 
+279 d-18 <l 

t7186 +6571 7 

=The Blue Mountain AMP currently authorizes X40 AUM's above adjudicated AUM's 
-basis. 

on a temporary non-renewable 

bThere would be an unknown amount of forage increase. Land treatments would be similar to amounts treated at 
the time of adjudication (Rlue Mountain Locality). 



SECTXON B 

Balanced Use Alternative 
Average Impacts 

Livestock AUM's 

. 

AUM's 
Prom 

Wild- 
AUM's life Total 

Oil Sand Gil- Total Land for Adjud- Change Percent 
Tar Oil and and son- Mineral Treat- Wild- icated in of 

Allotment Name and Number Sands Shale Gas Gravel ite Impacts ments Horses AUM's AUM's Change 

BLUE MOUNTAIN LOCALZTY 

Blue Mountain AMP 5825 0 0 0 
Cub Creek 5823 0 0 0 
Dot's Valley 5821 0 0 0 
Green River 5820 0 0 -7 
Point of Pines 5822 0 0 0 
Stunts Valley 5824 0 0 0 
Subtotal 0 0 -7 

BONANZA-RAINBOW LOCALITY 

Antelope Draw 5854 0 0 -27 
Asphalt Draw ANP 8817 0 -20 -20 
Badlands 5848 0 0 -4 
Baeser Wash 5832 0 0 -6 
Bohemian Bottoms 5840 0 0 -3 
Bonanza 5842 0 0 -9 
Brewer 8831 0 0 0 
dCockleburr 5833 0 0 -6 
dHalfway Bill 58611 0 0 -3 
Hells Hole 8819 0 -3 -19 
dJensen 5836 0 0 -3 
dK-Kanch 5849 0 0 -1 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

-3 
-2 

0 
0 
0 

-2 
-1 
-3 
-2 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
-2 

0 
0 
0 

-1 
0 
0 
0 

-1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

-7 
0 
0 

-7 

-27 
-42 

-4 
-9 
-5 

-10 
0 

-6 
-5 

-24 
-6 
-3 

+33e 
0 
0e 
0 
0e 
0e 

+33e 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 0 +33a 0 
0 -1 -1= 2 
0 0 Oa 0 
0 -97 -104 7 
0 -4 -4= 3 
0 0 0= 0 
0 -102 -7ga 1 

0 -2579 -2606 45 
0 -1639 -1681 39 
0 -35 -39 5 
0 -132 -x41 11 
0 0 -5 <l 
0 -115 -125 6 
0 0 0 0 
0 -573 -579= 33 
0 0 -5 <1 
0 -2479 -2503 62 
0 -1 -7a 1 
0 - -3 1 



Balanced Uoe Alternative 

AI&I's 
Prom 

Wild- 
AUM’s life Total 

Oil Sand Gil- Total Land for Adjud- Change Percent 
Tar Oil and and son- Mineral Treat- Wild- icated in of 

Allotment Name and Number Sands Shale Gas Gravel ite Impacts ments horses AUM's AUM's Change 

Kane HoXlow 
Little Emma 
dMiners Gulch 
Olsen AMP 
=Powder Wash 
Raven bridge 
Sand Wash 
Seven Sisters 
Snake John 
Spring Hollow 
Stateline 
Stirrup AMP 
Sunday School 
Canyon AMP 
Walker Hollow 
Watson 
West Deadman 
White River 
'White River 
Bottoms 
Subtotal 

5837 
5852 
5838 
8816 
5857 
5851 
8818 
5845 
5860 
5862 
5863 
5847 

8814 
5839 
8815 
5841 
8829 

5850 

BOOK CLXFFS LOCALITY 

Atchee Ridge AMP 8824 
Book Cliffs 
Pasture 8828 
Davis Canyon 8823 
Horse Point AMP 8825 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 -2 -2 0 
-58 -22 0 -5 

0 -1 0 0 
-50 -44 0 -2 

0 -10 -3 0 
0 -5 0 0 

-25 -34 0 -2 
-22 -9 0 0 

0 -6 0 0 
0 -2 -1 0 
0 -12 0 -1 
0 -2 -5 0 

-27 -12 0 0 
0 -4 -1 0 

-2 -6 0 -1 
0 -9 0 0 
0 ' -1 0 0 

-4 0 0 -45 -49 11 
-85 0 0 -924 -1009 22 

-1 0 0 -53" -54 35 
-96 0 0 -5768 -5864 64 
-13 0 0 -b82a -195 9 

-5 968 0 -74 -11 <l 
-61 0 0 -5106 -5167 74 
-31 0 0 -766 -797 42 

-6 0 0 -145 -151 13 
-3 0 0 0 -3 <l 

-13 0 0 -1258 -1271 51 
-7 0 0 0 -7 2 

-61 
0 
0 
0 
0 

-100 0 0 -679 -779 
-5 0 O- -27 -32 
-9 0 0 0 -9 
-9 0 0 -838 -847 
-1 0 0 0 -1 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -1 -1 
-61 -207 -282 -25 -15 -590 968 0 -23315 -23837 

23. 
4 

<l 
44 
<l 

<I 
39 

0 0’ -41 0 -1 -42 +42 0 -2373 -2373 25 

0 0 -1 0 0 -1 0 0 0 -1 <a 
0 0 -2 0 0 -2 0 0 - -2 <I 
0 0 -11 0 0 -11 -0-182 -171 -948 -948 40 



2 
ml 

SECTION 3 

Balanced Use Alternative 

AUM's 
Prom 

Wild- 
GUM’s life Total 

Oil Sand Gil- Total Land for Adjud- Change Percent 
Tar Oil and and son- Mineral Treat- Wild- icated in of 

Allotment Name and Number Sands Shale Gas Gravel ite Impacts ments Horses AUM's AUM's Change 

McClelland 8826 0 0 -7 
Sweetwater AMP 8822 -475 0 -38 
West Water Point 8833 0 0 -2 
Winter Ridge 8827 -1 0 -9 
Subtotal -476 0 -1111 

HILL CKEEK LOCALITY 

Birchell 8804 
Green River AMP 8803 
Hatch-Broome- 
Bartholomew 8805 
Lower Showalter 
(Wild Horse Bench) 8811 
Oil Shale 8813 
Pack Mountain - 
Wildhorse 8808 
Santio SibelI. 8806 
Tabyago 8801 
Thorne-Ute- 
Broome 8812 
Upper Showalter 
(Mustange) 8810 
Ute 8809 
West Tabyago AMP 8807 

Subtotal 
TOTALS 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 0 
0 -2 

0 0 

0 -7 
0 -5 

0 -8 
0 0 
0 -5 

0 -1 

0 0 
0 -7 
0 -2 
0 -37 

-537 -207 -437 -25 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

-1 

-7 0 
-513 +230 

-2 0 0 -75 
-10 +10 0 -797 

-588 9464 -171 -5530 

-173 12 
-1454 20 

-77 18 
-797 40 

-5825 26 

0 
0 

0 
-2 

0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 
-2 

0 
<l 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 -7 0 -180 -1271 -1458 97 
0 -5 0 -90 -1003 -1098 100 

0 -8 0 -120 -319 -447 56 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 -5 0 -660 -333 -998 33 

0 -1 

0 
-7 
-2 

-37 

0 0 0 -1 <1 

0 
0 
0 
0 

-X6 

+42 -180 -127 -265 
0 -216 -753 -976 
0 -720 -224 -946 

+42 -2166 -4030 -6191 
-1222 +574 -2337 -32977 -35962 

67 
67 
39 
50 
35 



afncludes changes from Appendix 5 (Forage Actions by Alternative) for deer populations (herd unit 26). Part 
of deer herd unit 26 falls within the Bonanza area. 

bThirty percent of this allotment is included within deer herd unit 26. 
=Twenty percent of this allotment is included within deer herd unit 26. 
dThis allotment falls within deer herd unit 26. 
eThere would be, an unknown amount of forage increase. Treatment would be similar to amounts treated and 

accounted for at the time of adjudication in the Blue Mountain Locality. 



SECTION C 

Potential Impacts to Wildlife by Alternative 
Expressed in AUMs 

ALTERNATIVE 
LOCALITY 

Oil Sand Total Prom 
Tar Oil and and Mineral Land Adjudicated Total 

Sands Shale Gas Gravel Gilsonfte Impacts Treatments AUMs Change 

CURRENT MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVE 

Blue Mountain 0 0 
Bonanza-Rainbow 0 0 
Book Cliffs 0 0 
Hill Creek 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 

RESOURCE PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE 

0 
-12 

-111 
0 

-123 

Blue Mountain 0 0 
Bonanza-Rainbow 0 -12 
Book Cliffs -185 0 
Hill Creek 0 0 
TOTAL -X85 -12 

COMMODITY PRODUCTION ALTERNATIVE 

0 
-13 

-111 
0 

-124 

Blue Mountain 0 0 
Bonanza-Rainbow -35 -12 
Book Cliffs -1,355 -15 
Hill Creek 0 0 
TOTAL -1,390 -27 

BALANCED USE ALTERNATIVE 

-1 
-13 

-111 
0 

-125 

Blue Mountain 0 0 -1 
Bonanza-Rainbow -20 -,15 -13 
Book Cliffs -475 0 -111 
Hill Creek 0 0 0 
TOTAL -495 -15 -125 

0 0 0 
0 -12 0 

-1 -112 +300 
0 0 0 

-1 -124 +300 

0 0 0 +885 t885 
0 -25 0 +24,226 +24,201 

-1 -297 +I,225 +5,823 +6,751 
0 0 0 +6,183 6,183 

-1 -322 +1,225 +37,117 +38,020 

0 -1 
0 -60 

-1 -1,482 
0 0 

-1 -1,543 

0 -1 +5x0 -I-w02 +61X 
0 -48 0 +23,315 +23,256 

-1 -587 d-942 +5,530 $5,885 
0 0 +8 +4,030 +4,038 

-1 -636 +1,460 +32,977 +33,8OP5 

-65 -66 
-1,434 -1,489 
-5,471 -6,682 

-279 -279 
-7,643 -9,181 

0 
-12 

+1ss 
0 

+I76 

*There would be an unknown additional increase. Treatments would be similar to amounts treated aud accounted 
for at the time of adjudication in the Blue Mountain Locality. 



X Badland & 
% Excellent X Good X Pair X Poor Rock Outcrop 

BLUE MOUNTAIN LOCALXTY 
83' Inventory Baseline 
Current Management Alternative 
Resource Protection Alternative 
Commodity Production Alternative 
Balanced Use Alternative 

BONANZA RAXNBOW LOCALITY 
83' Inventory Baseline 
Current Management Alternative 
Resource Protection Alternative 
Commodity Production Alternative 
Balanced Use Alternative 

BOOK CLIFFS LOCALITY 
83' Inventory Baseline 
Current Management Alternative 
Resource Protection Alternative 
Commodity Production Alternative 
Balanced Use Alternative 

BILL CREEK LOCALITY 
83' Inventory Baseline: 
Current Management Alternative 
Resource Protection Alternative 
Commodity Production Alternative 
Balanced Use Alternative 

TOTAL OF ALL LOCALITIES 
83' Inventory Baseline 
Current Management Alternative 
Resource Protection Alternative 
Commodity Production Alternative 
Balanced Use Alternative 

5 54 21 2 18 
5 45 30 2 18 
6 62 12 2 18 
8 55 17 2 18 

13 55 13 1 18 

115 57 20 0 8 
16 58 18 0 8 
21 59 12 0 8 
15 60 17 0 8 
19 60 13 0 8 

39 41 1 15 
42 38 a 15 
49 31 1 115 
40 40 1 15 
44 36 1 . IL5 

50 25 3 19 
51 23 3 19 
53 22 3 19 
53 23 2 19 
51 24 3 19 

46 32 1 14 
48 30 1 .14 
53 24 1 14 
47 31 1 14 
50 28 1 14 
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